April 20, 1907. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. (Vol. 51.) 403 








ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
Including ACCIDENTS to DOMESTIC SERVANTS). 
The Corporation will act as :— 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS, 


Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 





Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary. 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232, STRAND LONDON, W.C. 
(OPPOSITE THE LAW ome 
REMOVED FROM No, %, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.O. 


EsTaBLisHEeD 1853. 

Capital Stock ... .. £400,000 
Debenture Stock ine — ain «.. £278,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.I.A., Actuary and Secretary. 








PHCENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHG@NIX FIRE OFFICE. 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
LOMBARD STREET, LONDON, EQ.C. 


FIRE, 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION. 
BURGLARY. PERSONAL ACCIDENT. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 
1o, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


19, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


FUNDs - ° ‘ 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 


- £5,500,000, INCOME - + «+ £722,000, 
- £2,790,000, Business ix FoRCE- £21,000,000, 


TRUSTRFES. 
The Right Hon. The Earl of Hatssvry. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice Kexew:cu. 
His Honour Judge Bacoy. 
Riowarp Prynieton, Esq.. J.P. 
Romuer Witirams, Esq., J.P., D.L. 


DIRECTORS, 


Bacon, His Honour Judge. 
, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 


J., Esq. 
Brom in WG Eni, izes) | ie le, Thomas, Esq 

, A., .»0.P. (Devizes). w > 
Healey, C. E. it hades Esq., K.C.,| Saltwell, Wm. Henry, Esq. 


Johnson, Charles P., Esq Willies, Bowen Ba i.F., D.L. 
, The Hon. Mr. Justice. } pee leds of 


The Solicitors’ Journal 
and Weekly Reporter. 


LONDON, APRIL 20, 1907. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL, 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the name 
of the writer. 





Notice. 

A Digest of all the Cases reported in the “ Solicitors’ Journal and 
Weekly Reporter” during the legal year 1906-1907, containing 
references to the Law Reports, will be issued weekly, as a 
Supplement, during the months of August and September. 





Contents. 


OBITUARY ... ..e00ss00 0 ones ee 


CuRREET TOPICS ........-.0sccorseessseesorcoeses 

Larceny or A May’s Own Goons 

Tux Errsct or Part Payment as 
Against Devisers or Raat Estate 407 

BRVEBWS. ceoccscccsoccccnsererssvcceseees 409 

CORRESPONDENCE ......s00s0: 0000+ - 

Poryts To Bz Notep 


Crep1Tors’ NOTICES... ........ con... cccee 
Bawkeurtor NOTIORS .......6.00..0-:s0+00000 


Cases Reported this Week. 


Barnard v. Roberts and Williams 

Bell v. Graham 

Bigge, Re. Granville v. Moore 

Davies v. Davies 

Kent Collieries (Lim.), Re. Day v. Kent Collieries (Lim.) 
Marshall v. Graham 

Newmark v. National Phonograpa Co. (Lim.) and the Edison 
Rex v. Brighton Corporation. Ex parte Shoesmith 





Current Topics. 


The Office of the Masters in Lunacy. ' 
ARRANGEMENTS have been made with Mr. H. 8. Tueopatp, 
K.C., for carrying on temporarily the business in the office of 
the Masters in Lunacy ing consideration of the proposals 
which have been made for changes in the Lunacy Departments. 


The Council of the Law Society. 

A very fantastic project has found its way into the notices of 
motion for the meeting of the Law Society next week. It is 
gravely pro that a retiring member of the Oouncil shall 
not be eligible for re-election until “after the expiration of one 
year from the date of retirement.” That is to say, however 
desirable it may be in the interests of the profession that the 
retiring members, or some of them, should continue members of 
the Council, they are to be absolutely debarred from re-election. 
Important proposals of the Government with regard, say, to 
conveyancing and real pro law may be pending, as to 
which the counsels of some of the retiring members may be 
extremely valuable, nevertheless out they are to go. The 
retiring members, who have presumably become thoroughly 
familiar with the work of the Council, whether in of 
legal education or of the Statu Committee, are to be ousted 
in favour of | poe who know nothing of such work ; men in the 
front rank of the profession, who for years have devoted a large 
part of their time to service on the Council and its committees, and 
whose business experience and knowledgeof men are of the highest 
value in the deliberations of the Council, are to be incapacitated 
for election in order, forsooth (to put it plainly), that ambitious 





young gentlemen may have a chance of obtaining a seat on the 
Council. It seems to be forgotten that if the members of the 
Society are dissatisfied with the Council, they have only to elect 
other ms in place of the retiring members. If, on the 
other d, they are, on the whole, satisfied with the mode in 
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which the Council have conducted the business of the Society, 
why on earth should they be deprived of their right to re-elect 
the retiring members ? 


Surrender of Fugitive Criminal Without Treaty of 
Extradition. 

A case connected with the law of extradition independently 
of any treaty has just come before the French courts. Fernanp 
Botte, the cashier of a joint stock company, having misappro- 
priated the sum of 137,000 francs, and having learned that 
there was no extradition treaty between France and the king- 
dom of Greece, took refuge in Corfu. From Corfu he sent 
postcards to friends and acquaintances in France, and the 
police, getting possession of some of these cards, were enabled 
to discover the place of his residence. Public jurists appear to 
be divided upon the question whether, in the absence of 
special treaties, a sovereign State is obliged to deliver up 
persons charged with, or convicted of, crimes committed in 
another country upon the demand of a foreign State or 
of its officers of justice. But it has been the practice of 
many States, as a matter of comity, to require aliens accused of 
crimes to quit the dominions in which they have taken refuge, 
aud the Greek Government, upon the application of France, 
required Botter to take his departure from Corfu under 
circumstances which inevitably led to his arrest by the French 
police. He has just been tried before a criminal court and 
sentenced to a long term of imprisonment with hard labour. 


The Criminal Procedure in the United States. 


In a number of paragraphs which have appeared in the English 
Press, commenting upon the extraordinary proceedings connected 
with the prosecution and trial of Mr. Tuaw in New York, it 
appears to be assumed that the trial of an American criminal 
may have been very different some years ago from what it is at 
the present day. There is good ground for thinking that this is 
not the case. In an article in the Law Magazine of 1851 on the 
celebrated trial of Joun Wutrz (Professor) Wexssrer for the 
murder of Gzorcz Parkman, weread: “It is totally inconsistent 
with the spirit of English jurisprudence to magnify and prolong 
trials in proportion, or, indeed, with the slightest reference, to 
the rank of the parties who figure in them, or even to the horror 
of the incidents. Weshould have imagined a year ago that 
such a standard of importance was still more alien to American 
jurisprudence than our own, and that the stern simplicity of repub- 
lican judgment would have been mirrored in its courts of justice 
and have animated and moulded the conduct of its bar. The 
recent trial of Dr. Wxnsrzr for murder in the Supreme Court of 
Massachusetts is a signal proof that the Americans err more 
widely than ourselves in the same evil direction. . . . A case much 
more divested of doubt, difficulty, or intricacy we have seldom 
read or heard of, or one which less justified the enormous 
redundance of matter with which it was belaboured.” After 
giving a full account of the trial, which occupied twelve days, 
the author of the article arrives at the conclusion that ‘‘so much 
overdone justice has never been exhibited before in the history 
of jurisprudence.” The writer might fairly have assumed that 
the United States would increase in wealth and newspapers in 
the course of the next fifty years, but he could hardly have 
anticipated that the evils of which he complained should have 
been increased, rather than lessened, by the lapse of time. 


Sharing Costs. 

Tue verter from Mr. R. 8. Horrzr which we printed last 
week raises a very important question as to the possibility of 
English solicitors deriving profit from work which they introduce 
to solicitors, and vice versd ; and the question may also arise 
whenever legal work originating from a lawyer in one part of the 
British dominions may have to be carried out through the agency 
of a lawyer elsewhere. As between English and Irish lawyers, it 
would seem that the question has to be considered in relation to the 
Solicitors Acts and also in relation to the Prevention of Corrup- 
tion Act, 1906. As regards the Solicitors Acts, the lawyer, 
whether Irish or English, as the case may be, who consents to 
transact litigious business on agency or similar terms may be 
thought to bring himself within, in Ireland, section 51 of the 
Solicitors (Ireland) Act, 1898, and, in England, section 32 of the 





Solicitors Act, 1843. But, so far as the English Act is 
concerned, the danger appears to be removed by the decision 
of Woon, V.C., in Scott v. Miller (Johns. 220), where it was held 
that an agreement between a certificated conveyancer and a 
solicitor, giving a share of the solicitor’s profits to the con- 
veyancer on business introduced by the conveyancer, but in 
which he took no actual part, was not within section 
82. The opening words of the section, which forbid 
a solicitor to act as agent in an action for an unqualified 
person, are restricted by the succeeding words, “or do 
any other act whereby to enable such unqualified person to 
appear, act, or practise in any respect as an attorney or solicitor 
in any suit at law or in equity,” to cases where the unqualified 
person is enabled to pose as qualified ; and this is not so where 
there is a mere agreement for sharing profits, and the conduct 
of the work is left entirely to the agent. We imagine that the 
case of work being sent by an Irish solicitor to an English 
solicitor would fall within this decision, and that the English 
solicitor would not be liable under section 32. 
















Sharing Costs with Irish and Colonial Solicitors, 


But rue Irish Act, curiously enough, in enacting, by section 
51, the provision of section 32 of the English Act, omits the 
word “ other,” and it is quite possible that this omission has the 
effect of excluding the decision in Scott v. Miller, and of leaving 
the opening words to have their full effect ; so that the mere acting 
as agent for an unqualified person renders the solicitor liable, 
although the unqualified person is not thereby made to appear 
to act as a qualified person. Of course an English solicitor is 
an unqualified person in Ireland, and vice vers’. Hence, having 
regard to this difference in the language of the two Acts, we cannot 
say with confidence that an Irish solicitor would be safe in accept- 
ing work from an English solicitor on the terms of sharing profits. 
It may be noticed that the usual agency customs do not prevail 
as between English and Irish solicitors, and consequently when an 
English solicitor has sent business to an Irish solicitor, the latter 
can sue the client direct, and is not, as in ordinary agency cases, 
bound to look only to the instructing solicitor: see Hyndman v. 
Ward (Times, Feb. 2, 1899). The difficulty arising under the 
Prevention of Corruption Act is not so serious, since it can be 
met by informing the client of the profit-sharing arrange- 
ment and obtaining his consent. Moreover, there is no 
professional etiquette to prevent the arrangement. The ques- 
tion as to sharing profits with Colonial solicitors has been 
considered by the Council of the Law Society, who were of 
opinion that ‘although the custom of agency does not extend 
to Colonial solicitors, it is not illegal or contrary to professional 
etiquette for an arrangement to be made under which a Colonial 
solicitor takes some interest in the profits of business introduced 
to the solicitor who does the work”: Opinion of Council, 
January 12th, 1894. Thus the only real difficulty in the case 
put by Mr. Horpsr seems to arise from the omission of the 
word ‘other’ in the Solicitors (Ireland) Act, 1898, and unless 
we have taken too strict a view of the effect of the omission, 
the difficulty would have to be met either by a change in the 
Act or by some plan, such as that suggested by Mr. Horrsnr, 
for enabling qualified persons in one part of the British domin- 
ions to become easily qualified elsewhere. But this raises 

uestions extending in importance far beyond the point under 
iscussion. 




































Citations from Modern Text-books. 


Tue Fact that the presiding judge in the Court of Appeal 
commenced his judgment in the important case of Tozeland v. 
West Ham, on the 16th of February, by reading an extract from 
the work of a modern author on the law of negligence may serve 
to remind us of the great change in the practice of our courts 
with regard to citations from treatises. Sir Wiii1am BLacksTONE 
informs us that the monuments and evidences of our legal 
customs are contained in books of reports and judicial decisions 
and in “ the treatises of learned sages of the profession.”” The 
authors referred to by Biacxstons are of ancient date, and there 
can be little doubt he considered that these works acquired their 
authority by time as well as by their intrinsic value. There are ~ 
few, if any, references to modern treatises in the reports before 
the last century. Lord Expon, in one of his judgments, made a | 
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brief reference to young Mr. SuepEen’s work on Vendors and 
Purchasers, and as lately as 1828 the Lord Chancellor of 
Ireland, Sir Antnony Hart, when he was referred to the 
same work, said: ‘“ That book is a useful book to lead 
us where to find the authorities, and that is all that can 
be said of it. It is not to be cited as an authority per s.” 
But the judges of the present day are quite ready to listen to 
citations from modern authors. The text-books on mercantile 
law, most of which were first published within living memory, 
treatises upon trusts, settlements, wills, and matters assigned to 
the Chancery Division, and annotated editions of the statutes, 
are not only cited by the bar, but are often introduced as 
authorities by the judges of the bench. And though we are 
convinced that it would be a short-sighted policy to refuse to 
consider the opinions of modern authors whose learning and 
research are accepted by the profession, we cannot but think 
that references to modern works are occasionally too numerous, 
and are calculated to divert the court from an independent 
examination of the question which it is required to decide. 


Evidence to Rebut the Presumption of Suicide. 


Conpitions IN a life policy making it void in case of suicide 
often lead to difficult inquiries as to the manner in which the 
person insured came by his death. Self-destruction is not to be 
presumed, and where a dead body is discovered under circum- 
stances that tend to shew that death was caused either by 
accidental injury or suicide, and where the evidence as to 
whether the fatal act was intentional or accidental is quite 
evenly balanced, it will be presumed that death resulted from 
accident. One of the cases in which the evidence would 
generally overcome this presumption is that of death by 
hanging, which cannot ordinarily be supposed to be the result 
of an accident, and in the famous inquiry as to the death by 
hanging of the last Duke of Bourson in 1830 it was suggested 
that his death was due to murder and not to suicide. In the 
recent case of Zhackman v. The Brotherhood of American Yeomen, 
which came before the North-Western Courts of the United 
States, the action was on a mutual benefit certificate, and was 
defended on the ground that the assured had put an end to his 
own life. It appeared that the deceased was seen to go into a 
barn to get his team. He was discovered one hour later dead, 
and suspended by the neck from a tie strap attached to a 
bridle which was hanging on a peg upon which he had 
been accustomed to hang his harness. Everything pointed 
to death by suicide, but a witness came forward and was 
allowed to give the result of some experiments which he 
had made. He was about the same height and weight as 
the deceased, and he stated that he had fixed the bridle and the 
strap just as it had been placed before the fatal occurrence, and 
had then walked towards them, and just before reaching them 
had deliberately stumbled. The result of this act was that his 
neck was caught in the loop and he would have choked if he 
had not been able to regain his balance at once. He repeated 
this experiment, and the same result followed in three out of 
four attempts. The court held that the evidence was admissible, 
and the jury found that there was no evidence that the deceased 
had died by suicide. The English courts ina similar case might 
receive the evidence of witnesses who had studied the subject of 
strangulation and were prepared to give the jury the benefit of 
their experience, but they would probably require this evidence 
to be supported by the opinion of medical experts. 


The Law Relating to the Abstraction of 
Underground Water. 

Tue REcENT case of English v. The Metropolitan Water Board 
(1907, 1 K. B. 588) has been the subject of much discussion 
with those who are interested in the water supply of Great 
Britain. The plaintiff, who was the owner of land adjoining a 
natural stream, complained that a waterworks company, who 
were the owners of a well and pumping station situate about 
twenty yards from the stream, had pumped water from the well 
so that the general level of the soil in the neighbourhood of the 
well was lowered to the extent of about twelve inches, with the 
result that the soil became dry, and part of the water flowing 
down the stream leaked out through the bed and side of the 
stream and the volume of water in it was substantially 








diminished by the time it reached the plaintiff's land. It 
was held that this damage to the stream gave no cause 
of action, inasmuch as the company did not appropriate any 
of the water of the stream by pumping it up through their 
pipes, but merely caused it to sink a Short distance inte the 
ground by reason of the withdrawal of the support of the lower 
subterranean water. The decision is, of course, based upon the 
leading case of Chasemore v. Richards (7 H. L. O. 349), in which 
the House of Lords decided, nearly fifty ago, that the principles 
which regulate the right of owners of land in respect to water 
flowing in known out definite channels, whether upon or below 
the surface of the ground, do not apply to underground water 
which merely percolates through the strata in no known 
channels, The hardships anal by this state of the law, 
now that the number of pumping stations in England 
has largely increased, are pointed out in a paper prepared 
by Mr. W. Vaux Granam and Mr. Harotp Brpoper, and 
read before the Surveyors’ Institution. The ordinary land- 
owner has no inducement to make more than a moderate 
user of the rights conferred upon him by the reported 
decisions. Even if he were to obtain by pumping an enormous 
supply of water, he would have no means of disposing of it, and 
would, in the ordinary course of things, allow it to return to the 
stream in which it had been accustomed to flow. But in the 
case of large distributing agencies, water companies, and similar 
bodies, who have at their disposal facilities for pumping beyond 
those of any ordinary landowner, the property of adjoining 
proprietors is liable to be permanently depreciated in value. 
This contingency appears to have been foreseen by Lord 
WENSLEYDALE, who, in his judgment in Chasemore v. Richards, 
expressed a doubt as*to the legality of the abstraction of water 
from a well by the landowner for the use of a large district 
in the neighbourhood, unconnected with his own estate, 
for the use of those who would have no right to take it 
directly themselves, and to the injury of those neighbouring 
proprietors who have an equal right themselves. The fact that 
ancient wells over an extensive area have gone dry owing to the 
pumping operations of waterworks companies may induce the 
Legislature to amend the law by limiting the rights of land- 
owners as laid down in Chasemore v. Richards, or by enacting 
that compensation shall be payable to those who suffer by an 
extraordinary abstraction of underground water. 





The Removal of House Refuse. 


A merRopotiTan police magistrate, who seems to have little 
regard for the Horatian maxim that we should stop jesting 
when we are dealing with serious matters, was recently asked, 
on behalf of the Marylebone Borough Council, for an order 
enabling them to enter a house under the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891, for the purpose of removing the dust 
which had been accumulating there for eeveral months. It 
appeared that the ground floor was occupied by one woman, 
and the basement floor by another. The former had allowed 
the dustmen employed by the council to go through the front 
passage to get the dust, but she refused to allow them to take it 
out through the same passage, on the ground that the dust was 
not her’s but that of the other tenant; while the occupier of 
the basement resolutely refused to allow it to be removed 
through the basement. Neither would give way, and the 
dust and refuse could not be removed. The Act, as is 
well known, requires the sanitary authority (the borough 
council) to secure the due removal at proper periods cf 
house refuse from premises, and enables them to employ 
scavengers for the execution of their duties. Bye-laws have 
also been made by the borough council as to the duties of the 
occupiers of premises in connection with house refuse. We 
have not seen these bye-laws, but the case does not seem to us 
to present any difficulty. It seems that in the particular case 
the dust could have been removed by the basement as well as 
by the ground floor. In a large proportion of the houses in 
London this could not be done, as there are no outside steps from 
the basement. The sanitary authority must remove the d 
and the manner in which it is to be removed must be decid 
by them in the reasonable exercise of their discretion. But the 
magistrate would not make any order. He said that the Act 
gave the authority a power of entry, but said nothiog about 
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egress, and that while a penalty was imposed upon any person 
refusing or failing to admit the officers of the sanitary 
authority, the Act made no provision for a case where there had 
been no resistance to the right of entry. He proceeded to make 
some observations about the obstinacy of women, and evidently 
regarded the case as an amusing one. The drafting of our 
sanitary legislation is by no means perfect, but it seems to us 
that a power to enter and remove refuse must necessarily involve 
a power to pass out of the premises for the purpose of completing 
the work. We may add that the removal of house refuse is a 
matter which concerns the health of the whole population of 
London, and should not be interrupted by a fantastic construction 
of an important and salutary Act. 


The Amendment of the Law of Coroners. 


A prPuTation from the London County Council and the Medico- 
Legal Society recently waited upon the Lord Chancellor and 
handed him an abstract of recommendations for the reform of 
the law relating to coroners’ inquests. These recommendations 
relate to an amendment of the law with regard to death certifi- 





cation and registration, and as to the notice to the coroner of all | 
cases of sudden and unexpected death. It was stated that the 
collection of facts on which the coroner arrives at his decision | 
is made by the coroner’s officer, who is usually a police | 
constable, and is, moreover, an officer unknown to the law. 
With regard to the certificate of death, it was insisted that it 
ought to shew the fact of death as well as the cause, and should 
vouch for the identity of the deceased. ‘he medical man 
who signs the certificate should in fact visit the body after 
death, so as to be able to state not only that death has 
occurred, but that the body is that of «the person named 
in the certificate. These recommendations, which are fully 
supported by the Report of the Committee on Death Certification 
in 1893, were duly considered by the Lord Chancellor, who 
promised that he would personally investigate them. A further 
recommendation, that provision should be made for the appoint- 
ment of independent medical practitioners to assist the coroner 
on his preliminary inquiries and in ascertaining the cause of 
death, by post-mortem examination or otherwise, would throw 
a heavy expense upon the Government and may encounter 
some opposition. 


**The Inherent Heartlessness of Lawyers.’’ 


THE wRITER of an article in one of the weekly illustrated 
papers comments upon the severity of the ancient penal 
code of Great Britain, and adds: ‘“ But ‘the inherent 
heartlessness of lawyers’ would make a good subject for 
an article in the Vineteenth Century or the Fortnightly.” 
If the writer of this article considers that lawyers who 
possess the nerve and firmness to inflict severe punishments 
in the case of aggravated offences, and who are influenced in 
their judgment of human beings by strong sense and reason 
rather than by emotion and sentiment, are inherently heart- 
less, we are obliged to say that this heartlessness is in our 
opinion no cause for regret. But if he is charitable enough 
to believe that lawyers are without the ordinary feelings of 
kindness and goodwill to their fellow creatures, we wholly 
disagree with his opinion, and think there is abundant evidence 
to shew that it is of no value. Men of hard and selfish dis- 
position are to be found in all professions, but we are much 
mistaken if a large proportion of the practising solicitors in 
England have not taken a prominent part in good works and in 
the promotion of the happiness of their fellow-citizens. Turning 
to another side of the profession, the somewhat repulsive duties 
of police magistrates have not hindered them in the performance 
of countless acts of gratuitous kindness. 


British Rule in Egypt. 


Lorp Cromer’s annual Report on Egypt and the Soudan for 
1906 contains a good deal of matter interesting to lawyers and 
laymen. To lawyers, perhaps, the most interesting part of the 
report is that relating to the capitulations. The present system 
of the régime of the capitulations, under which the rights of 
foreigners resident in Eyypt are secured to them, is so cumbrous 
as to make even the most necessary amendment in the legisla- 





tion applicable to foreigners almost impossible of attainment 





without years of delay. At p. 11 Lord Cromer says: “ The 
reason why a change in the legislative system is required is 
because, subject to certain limited exceptions, no important law 
can at present be made applicable to the European resident in 
Egypt without the consent of fifteen different Powers . . . 
as often as not, the Egyptian Government, with whom the 
initiative lies, abandons the negotiations in despair of ever 
arriving at any practical result.” The reader is reminded that 
the political status of Egypt is anomalous. To classify the 
various kinds of political status enjoyed by communities under 
British rule would require a modern Aristorte. Egypt is not 
even a “ protectorate”’—the latest name for a territory ruled by 
the King of England and yet outside his dominions. Egypt is 
only ‘occupied ” by the British Government or nation, though 
the governing of the country is carried on by methods as truly 
British as the methods of government in India and Canada—to 
take two extremes. The wide scope and varied interests touched 
on by the report are illustrated by the fact that the question of 
small holdings is included, and the importance of a peasant 
proprietary of the land is insisted on. 


The Codification of the Law of Trusts. 


Tue Britt to codify the law relating to private trusts and 
trustees which was introduced into the House of Commons by 
Mr. Renpawt has now been printed. Among its backers are 
three Chancery K.C.’s—Mr. Cave, Mr. Micktem, and Mr. 
Srewart-Smitu. It consists of 115 clauses, and any detailed 
examination of it at present is out of the question, but it may 
be noticed that it is intended to be purely a codification Bill. 
‘‘No alteration in the law”—-so runs the prefatory memorandum 
—‘‘is made by the Bill. It is merely a statement in statutory form 
of the general rules now only to be extracted from the reported 
decisions of the courts and the various statutory enactments 
by which they have been supplemented or modified.” The Bill 
does not in any way affect the Public Trustee Act, 1906. It is 
pointed out that the law of trusts has been successfully codified 
in India by the Indian Trusts Act (II. of 1882), and use has 
been made of the Act in preparing the Bill. A good deal of 
statutory law relating to trusts already exists in the Trustee 
Act, 1893, and in the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896. These it is 
proposed to repeal and to re-enact them in the present Bill, 
Part XI. of which contains the provisions as to judicial trustees. 
Attention may be called to a sub-section of clause 19, which 
provides that ‘‘ in cases of emergency, where circumstances arise 
which are unforeseen by the settlor, and are unprovided for by 
the instrument creating the trust, the court may authorize a 
departure from the terms of the trust.” This is intended, we 
gather, to express the practice embodied in Re New (1901, 2 Ch. 
534) and Re Tollemache (1903, 1 Ch. 457). 


Compulsory Arbitration in New Zealand. 


A LeTrer from New Zealand, in a recent issue of the Morning 
Post, describes in picturesque language the breakdown of the 
compulsory arbitration system. Tne Industrial Conciliation and 
Arbitration Act was passed with the object (amongst others) of 
preventing strikes. Nevertheless, about 120 men in the employ- 
ment of two of the meat-exporting companies at Wellington did 
recently strike with such success that, within a week, they com- 
pelled their employers to accede to their demands for an improve- 
ment in the rate of pay, and a new agreement was entered into 
between employers and employees without any help or hindrance 
from the Arbitration Court. ‘It is apparently impossible to 
force men to work who won’t work.” The men may possibly be 
fined or imprisoned, but it is pointed out by the New Zealand 
correspondent that this punishment “ will not deprive them of 
the present fruit of their action, and still less will it annul the 
moral effect of an illegal victory.” The New Zealand strikers— 
though they declined to admit that they were “ striking”— 
succeeded in getting their demands granted partly by deliberately 
wasting time over their work. Let us hope the next “strike” 
will not see the French system of sabotage introduced—the 
deliberate destruction of property and working appliances. 





The Lord Chancellor convened a council of the judges of the Supreme 
_ - — at the Royal Courts of Justice on Friday, the 19th inst., at 
our o’clock, 
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Larceny of a Man’s Own Goods. 


Ir nas long been said that a man may in some circumstances 
be convicted of larceny of his own goods, but there have been 
very few cases in which the principle has been applied. An 
interesting example, however, occurred recently at the London 
sessions in the case of Rex v. Nevill. 

It is of the essence of the crime of larceny that the goods 
are taken feloniously out of the possession of a person who 
is in lawful possession of them. The right to the posses- 
sion of the goods is nearly always a much more important 
question in this respect than the actual ownership. And it 
is well established that, generally, where goods are stolen 
from a bailee, the indictment may lay the property either in the 
bailee or the bailor. The bailee has a special property in the 
goods, and is, as a rule, chargeable for them to the bailor, and, 
therefore, is damnified by being deprived of them. Thus, where 
goods in the course of transit are stolen from a carrier, the 
property in the goods is correctly laid in the carrier; and 
where linen was stolen from a laundress, who had taken it 
in to wash in the course of her business, it was held that 
she was rightly described as the owner. In all such cases, 
however, it is equally correct to lay the property in the 
bailor or actual owner, for obviously he is damnified if the 
goods are lost to him. But where the bailor himself steals the 
goods from the bailee, it is clear that the property must be laid 
in the bailee. It seems to be well establiched also, that in such 
circumstances the bailor may be indicted and convicted wherever 
the bailee had a right to the possession of the goods as against the 
bailor and where the goods were taken in prejudice of this right. 

In the recent case the prisoner was indicted and convicted for the 
larceny of goods which he had pledged with the prosecutor. These 
circumstances have often been used in text-books as an illustra- 
tion of the proposition that a man may be convicted of — 
his own goods, but there does not appear to be any repor 
case of such a charge having actually been preferred. There 
can, however, be little doubt that such a conviction is absolutely 
good. The pledgee has a very special property in the goods as 
against the pledgor; the possession of the goods being the 
security upon which he has advanced his money. Until the 
loan is repaid, the pledgor has no legal right to the possession 
of the goods as against the pledgee, and if he, against the will 
of the pledgee, take the goods away, intending to deprive the 
pledgee of his security, he is guilty of larceny. 

It would also, it appears, be larceny even if there were no intent 
by the bailor to cheat the bailee, provided that the wrongful 
taking of the goods from the bailee was intended to cheat some 
third person. There was an example of this in the old case of 
Rex v. Wilkinson (R, & R. 470). There the prisoners, being the 
owners of a manufactured substance which could be —— 
duty free, but which had to pay a heavy duty if sold at home, 
employed a lighterman to carry the substance to a ship 
for exportation. The lighterman had to give a bond to the 
Crown for its exportation. The prisoners surreptitiously carried 
the substance off from the lighter, substituting for it some 
similar cases containing rubbish. It was held that the sac 
were rightly convicted of stealing the goods from the lighterman; 
and seven judges were of opinion that even if there were no 
intent to injure the lighterman, the intent to cheat the Crown 
was sufficient to make the transaction larceny. 

In the recent case there was a further point which was urged 
on behalf of the prisoner, that he intended to repay the loan as 
if the security still existed. This plea was, however, held not 
to entitle the prisoner to acquittal; for, whatever his ultimate 
intention may have been, he did in fact deprive the pledgee of 
the security to which he was entitled. 








The thirty-third meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Com- 


mittee was held on the 10th inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. Gabriel 
Astoul (counsel to the French Embassy) as to the bankruptcy law now in 
force in the French Republic, and as to the system in force there, both for 
the administration of insolvent debtors’ estates, and the infliction of 
punishment on insolvent debtors for misconduct in their trading. 





The Effect of Part Payment as 


Against Devisees of Real Estate, 
I. ig 


THE question as to the effect of part payment in keeping alive 
specialty debts of a testator as against devisees of his real estate, 
which has been open ever since the well-known conflict between 
Roddam vy. Morley (1857, 1 De G. & J. 1) and Coope v. Cresswell 
(1866, 2 Ch. 112), has now been settled by the Court of 
Appeal in Re Lacey (1907, 1 Ch. 330) in favour of the 
principle laid down in Roddam v. Morley ; and Coope v. Cresswell, 
which has for a long time been regarded as very doubtful, 
must now be taken to be definitely overruled. Stated shortly, 
the point in Re Lacey was whether a payment in respect of a 
mortgage debt of a testator made by the devisee of the mort- 

land was effectual (in accordance with Coope v. Cresswell) 
to keep the debt alive only as against that land, or whether (in 
accordance with Roddam v. Morley) it was effectual to keep it 
alive also as against other devised land of the testator which 
was liable to the debt by virtue of the Debts Recovery Act, 1830 
(1 Will. 4, c. 47). 

The question cannot be discussed without reference to the 
provisions of the three statutes which regulate the effect of part 
payment or payment of interest in keeping alive specialty debts, 
whether secured on land or not. These are the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1837 (as altered by section 9 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874), section 8 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (replacing section 40 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833, 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27), and 
section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, «. 
42). Under the first-named statute a mortgagee may bring 
an action to recover the land at any time within twelve 
years ‘‘after the last payment of any part of the — 
money or interest” secured by the mortgage. This applies 
when the mortgagee enforces his remedy by foreclosure, and 
the statute is silent as to the person by whom the payment 
may be made. Section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874, imposes a twelve years’ limitation on proceedings to 
recover any sum of money secured by mortgage or otherwise 
charged upon land, “ unless in the meantime some part of the 
principal money, or some interest thereon, shall have been paid, 
or some acknowledgment of the right thereto shall have been 
given in writing signed by the person by whom the same shall 
be payable, or his agent, to the person entitled thereto or his 
agent.’”’ And section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, pro- 
vides that “if any acknowledgment shall have been made, 
either by writing signed by the party liable” by virtue of a 
specialty, “ or his agent, or 4 part payment or part satisfaction 
on account of any principal or interest being then due thereon,” 
the twenty years’ limitation on the action on the specialty shall 
run from such acknowl ent or part payment. here, 
however, the specialty debt is also, as in the case of an ordinary 
mortgage, charged on land, the last provision gives way to the 
general provision of section 8 of the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874, with respect to money so charged, and an action to 
recover the mortgage debt, although brought on the covenant, 
is subject to the twelve years’ limitation of section 8: Re Sutton 
(22 Ch. D. 511). 


It has been a frequent subject of speculation whether the 
words in section 8 “ by the — by whom the same shall be 

ayable or his agent,” which also occurred in section 40 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, apply to part payment as 
well as to acknowledgment ; but the natural construction is that 
they apply to acknowledgments only (Harlock v. Ashberry, 19 
Ch. D. 539), and hence in this section, and also in section 5 of 
the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, the m by whom the payment 
is to be made is not expressly defined. Thus all three of the 
statutes are in the same position in this respect, and the question 
of the person by whom an effectual payment can be made has 
had to G decided upon the principle, applicable to all Statutes 
of Limitations (Harlock v. Ashberry, supra), and expressly in- 
corporated in section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, by 
the position of the word “acknowledgment” in that section 
(Whitley v. Lowe, 2 De G. & J., p. 712), that the payment must 
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operate as an acknowledgment of right. Thus, while it cannot 
be made by a mere stranger (Chinnery v. Evans, 11 H. L. C., 
p. 133; Harlock v. Ashberry), yet it can be made not only by 
the person directly liable, but also by one who is interested 
to pay because indirectly the debt is recoverable out of his 
land (Roddam vy. Morley, 1 DeG. & J., p. 18); or by one who is 
entitled to pay on behalf of the person directly liable, as a 
receiver (Chinnery v. Evans); or by one who, as between the 
person directly liable and himself, is bound to make the pay- 
ment (Bradshaw vy. Widdrington, 1902, 2 Ch. 430); or by a person 
who, under the terms of the mortgage contract, is entitled to make 
@ payment on account of the mortgage debt: Lewin v. Wilson 
(11 App. Cas. 639). 

But the determination of the question whether a payment 
made by a particular person is an effectual payment under the 
statute is only the first step inthe inquiry. If effectual, it keeps 
the debt alive, at any rate to some extent, and it is clear that it is 
kept alive as against the person making the payment, or, where 
he pays as agent for another, then as against his principal. And 
this is sufficient where, as in the case of a mortgage by a single 
mortgagor, without a surety, the mortgagor being still alive and 
still the owner of the mortgaged land, there is only a single 
person against whom personally, or against whose property, the 
mortgage debt can be enforced. But when we leave this simple 
case, we find that there may be two or more persons against 
whom, either directly or indirectly, the debt can be recovered. 
If there is a surety, the debt is recoverable directly against him 
as well as the mortgagor. If the mortgagor has parted with the 
equity of redemption, it is recoverable indirectly against the 
assignee, the new owner. Upon the death of the mortgagor it 
is recoverable against his personal representatives, and also 
against the devisee of the mortgaged estate, while if these 
remedies prove insufficient it can be levied upon other devised 
real estate. All these cases raise the question whether a pay- 
ment effectually made by one person keeps the debt alive not 
only against him, but also as against other persons directly or 
indirectly liable. 

Probably in all the cases where the question of effectual pay- 
ment has been raised the real point has been whether a payment 
by one person was effectual to keep the debt alive as against 
another. Sometimes the point has been evaded by treating the 
person who makes the payment as the agent of another person 
liable. Thus the assignee of the equity of redemption, who has 
covenanted to bear the mortgage debt, has been treated as the 
agent of the mortgagor so as, by payment, to keep alive the 
action against the mortgagor on his covenant : 
Bristowe (7 Ex. 716), Dibb v. Walker (1893, 2 Ch. 429). 
this device is only of limited application, and in general the 
question has to be faced, whether payment by one person liable 
shall avail as against another. ‘There is a great, and, indeed, 
an overwhelming body of authority that in general this is so, 
and that the effect of payment is not confined to the person 
making it. 

As between a mortgagor or his personal representatives and 
other persons interested in the mortgaged property, the point 
has been definitely settled. Thus a payment by the mortgagor, 
who has parted with the equity of redemption, whether in part 
of the mortgaged property (Chinnery v. Evans, supra) or in the 
whole (Bradshaw v. Widdrington, supra), is effectual to keep the 
debt alive against the land. In the former case the judgments 
of Lord Wzsrsury, ©., and Lord Cranwortru were both based 
on the principle that the mortgagor is entitled to make payments 
on account of the mortgage, and that, so long as he duly makes 
them, the mortgagee is not bound to inquire how he is dealing 
with the equity of redemption. And a payment by the mort- 
gagor is equally effectual as against a person in adverse 
possession of the land (Doe v. Eyre, 17 Q. B., p. 371), provided 
the adverse possession had not commenced before the date 
of the mortgage: Thornton v. France (1897, 2 Q. B. 148). 
In the same way a payment by the personal representatives of 
the mortgagor would keep alive the debt against the heir or the 
devisee of the mortgaged land, though it would be different if 
the debt were only a simple contract debt. The payment would 
then operate only as a new promise to pay the debt, and the 
personal representatives could not promise for the devisee: 
Putnam v. Bates (3 Russ, 188) and Fordham vy. Wallis (10 Hare 
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217). Under the statutes now in question payment operates to 
keep alive the original debt ; or, as Farwe xt, L.J., put it in the 
present case, ‘‘ it is a withdrawal, by virtue of the statute, of the 
abrogation of the remedy, and leaves the old debt recoverable at 
law.” A tenant for life of the mortgaged estate represents the 
estate for the time being, and a payment by him keeps the 
debt alive as against the remainderman: Barclay v. Owen (60 
L. T. 220). 

And as a payment by the personal representative keeps 
the debt alive against the devises of the mortgaged estate, 
similarly, the converse holds good and a payment by such 
devisee keeps the debt alive against the personal estate of the 
testator: Re Gale (22 Ch. D. 820.) All these cases go to 
shew that, where there is a debt directly charged on land and 
also secured by personal covenant, payment by persons inter- 
ested in the land keeps up the debt against persons liable under 
the covenant, and vice versd. In other words, for the purpose of 
the Real Property Limitation Act, 1837, and of section 8 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, a payment by a person who 
is entitled to make it is effectual, not only against himself, but 
also as against all other persons who are liable. 

A strong example of the same construction. of section 
8 is afforded by the case of a surety for the mortgage 
debt, a payment by the mortgagor being effectual to keep 
alive the remedy against the surety: Re Fruby (43 Ch. D. 
106). In reference to the case of a surety it is important 
to notice that section 14 of the Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1856, which prevents one co-contractor or co- 
debtor from being affected by payment by another co-contractor 
or co-debtor, is restricted to cases where the limitation arises 
under the Limitation Act, 1623, or the Civil Procedure Act, 
1833, or the Irish Common Law Procedure Act, 1853 (16 & 
17 Vict. c. 113), which limits specialty debts for that country. 
Consequently, upon the assumption made in Re Frisby, that 
section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, applied to 
an action against a surety, the surety was not protected by the 
statute of 1856 against the effect of payment by the mortgagor. 
If section 8 did not apply, the limit in favour of the surety 
was twenty years under the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, and 
this period had not elapsed, so that the surety was 


| liable either way. Thus the case is an authority that payment 


by the mortgagor is effectual as against the surety, though the 
Court of Appeal were divided as to whether section 8 did in 
fact bar the action against the surety. The relation between 
the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, and the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, will require to be referred to again 
in considering the particular point raised by Re Lacey (supra). 

So far as to the case where there is an existing mortgage 
debt upon land, and it is sought to recover the debt either 
against the mortgaged land or against persons who are 
personally liable for the debt or their representatives. The 
case where it is sought to recover the debt against 
other real estate of a deceased mortgagor, which arose in 
Re Lacey (supra), must be reserved for a further article. It will 
then be seen that, assuming section 8 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874, to be the governing section, it was hardly 
possible to avoid giving it the same construction as in the above 
cases, 80 as to make a payment by the devisee of the mortgaged 
estate effectual as against devisees of other real estate of the 
mortgagor. This, it will be seen, is in substance to adopt the 
principle of Roddam v. Morley (supra) in preference to Coope v. 
Cresswell (supra), although these cases were both decided upon 
section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833. 


(Zo be continued.) 








The New York correspondent of the Times says that the Thaw trial bas 
been the most expensive to the country that has ever been held in New York. 
He adds that ‘‘ Thaw killed Stanford White nine months and seventeen days 
ago. The case was not brought to trial until seven months after the crime 
was committed, ‘Two weeks were spent in obtaining a jury, and the trial 
lasted for +ixty-four days, although not a single fact relative to the killing 
of White by Thaw was in dispute, and there was no circumstantial evidence 
to complicate the case. Is it any wonder that the New York World - 
declares that the whole proceedings have been a scandal, and adds that 
when the Sottcrrors’ Jovurnat of London describes the trial as a ‘ terrible 
blot upon the legal procedure of the United States’ it errs, if it errs at 
all, upon the side of conservative criticism ” 
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Reviews. 


Company Law. 


A SuMMARY OF THE LAW OF CoMPANIES. By T. Eustace Smiru, 
Barrister-at-Law. Ninta Epirion. By the Author ani ARTHUR 
STIEBEL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


A work in its ninth edition has presumably got beyond criticism, 
but to keep up its reputation careful revision is necessary, and we 
gather that this has, in the present work, extended to a re-casting 
and re-writing cf the whole book. That the task has been accom- 
plished thoroughly is sbewn by a perusal of the chapter on the 
borrowing powers of companiee and the issue of debentures. This will 
be found to afford useful and practical guidance in one of the most 
important branches of company law and practice, and the nature of 
debentures as a floating charg» is illustrated by quotations from the 
judgments of Lord Mavnaghten in Government Stocks, &c., Co. v. Manila 
Railway Co, (1897, A. C. 81) and Illingworth v. Houldsworth (1904, 
A. C. 355). The numerous authorities on the relative priorities of 
debenture-holders and judgment creditors must now be completed 
by a reference to the recent case of Cuirney v. Buick (1906, 2 K. B. 
746); but in the chapter on winding up the winding-up cases of last 
year—Re Alfred Melsom (Limited) (1906, 1-Ch. 841) and others—are 
duly noted. The book contains a well-arranged and, considering 
its size, a full exposition of the law of companies. 





Encyclopedia of the Laws of England. 


ENCYCLOPEDIA OF THE Laws OF ENGLAND, WITH ForMS AND 
PRECEDENTS. By the Most EMInenT LEGAL AUTHORITIES. 
Second Eprrion, REvisED AND ENLARGED. Vow. IIL: 
CHARTER-PARTY TO CorROvER. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); 
William Green & Sons, Edinburgh. 


This volume of the new edition of the Encyclopsedia of the Laws of 
England contains a cons derable number of headings of special interest. 
The subject of shipping comes first with an article on ‘‘ Charter- party ”’ 
by Mr. Justice Phillimore and Mr. G. G. Phillimore, which has been 
revised by the latter, and which now, in accordance with the enlarged 
design of the work, includes a form of charter-party. Mr. T. Cyprian 
Williams’ articles on ‘‘ Chattels” and ‘‘ Contingent Remainders” 
have been revised by the author. So, too, has the article by Mr. Blake 
Odgers, K.C., on ‘‘ Choses in Action.” Mr. W. F. Craies’ article on 
‘Combination ”’ points out that the effect of Quinn v. Lrathem (1901, 
A. C. 495) is to a great extent taken away by section 1 of the Trade 
Disputes Act, 1906. With this should be read the very full article by 
the same author on ‘Conspiracy.’ Sir Frederick Pollock has two 
articles in the volume—‘'‘ Common Law” and ‘‘ Contract ’—and the 
article on ‘‘Company,’’ written and revised by Mr. E. Manson, 
contains in concise form:a detailed treatise on the Companies Acts 
and the decisions. The latter have been brought up to a recent 
date, as appears from the inclusion of references to Newton v. 
Birmingham Small Arms Co. (1906, 2 Ch. 378), on the legality 
of a secret service fund, and Re Crigglestone Coal C». (1906, 2 Ch. 
327), on the making of a winding-up order when all the assets 
are taken by debenture-holders. Mr. Webster’s article on ‘‘ Con- 
ditions of Sale” has been revised by Mr. C, Johnston Edwards, and 
includes references to the ‘‘ rescission’ cases—e Jackson and Haden 
(1906, 1 Ch. 412) and others —of last year. The Commercial Court 
has now become an established institution, and the practice in regard 
to it, as well as forms of summons for directions and order made 
thereon, are given in an article by Mr. F. A. Stringer, of the Central 
Office. The care bestowed on the revision of the work will make it 
& welcome addition to the lawyer’s library. 





Books of the Week. 

An Epitome of Constitutional Law and Cases. By W. H. 
Hastincs Ketxe, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

Trade Union Law. By Herrman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Taxation of Land Values and the Report of the Select 
Committee on the Glasgow Bill. By Davip Murray, M.A., LL.D. 





Glasgow: James MacLehose & Sons. 


The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FrepERIck Poxzock, | 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. April, 1907. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


American Law Review. March—April, 1907. Editors: CHARLES 
E. GRtInNELL, Boston; HANNIS TAYLOR, Washington. Reeves & 


Turner. 


Correspondence. 


The Oldest Solicitor. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter) 


Sir,— Referring to the correspondence which has appeared in former 
issues on this subject, and the nonagenarians who have been men- 
tioned, there is another in this neighhourhood—viz., Mr. Robert 
Richardson Dees, of the firm of Messrs Dees & Thompson, of New- 
castle-upon-T) ne, who was admitted in Easter Term 1836, Although 
from what has been already shewn he is not quite the oldest solicitor 
in point of admission, yet I would not be surprised if he were the 
oldest in point of longevity. I do not know his precise age, but he 
must be well nigh a centenarian. RoBERT Scott Hopper. 

Whitley Bay, April 13. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Settled Land Acts—Limitation Not Exhausting the Fee— 
Power of Tenant for Life to Sell the Fee.—Where a settlement 
is made by conveyance to grantees without words of limitation, and 
then uses are declared in tavour of a tenant for life with remainders 
over, the uses come to an end with the estate conveyed to the grantees 
—which is an estate only for their lives and the life of the survivor— 
and this limited interest is all that is the subject of the settlement. 
Prima facie, therefore, this is all that the beneficial tenant for life can 
dispose of under his statutory power. But the case is provided for by 
section 2 (2) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which enacts that * an 
estate or interest in remainder or reversion not disposed of by a 
settlement, and reverting to the settlor is for the purposes 
of this Act an estate or interest coming to the settlor . . . under 
or by virtue of the settlement, and comprised in the subject of the 
settlement.” Thus the settlement, under such circumstances as the 
above, is to be taken as comprising the entire fee, and the entire fee, 
consequently, is subject to the tenant for life’s statutory power of 
sale.—Re HUNTER AND HEWLETTI's ConTRACT (Swinfen Eady, J., 
Nov. 3, 1906) (1907, 1 Ch. 46). 


Will—Attempt to Postpone Vesting till Specified Age—Dis- 
cretionary Gift of Iutermediate Income.—A gift by will to a 
beneficiary which in terms is to take effect upon his attainment of a 
specified age, with a direction to pay the income to him in the mean- 
time, confers an immediate vested interest, and the beneficiary is 
entitled to call for payment; and it is the same although the actual 
payment to the beneficiary of the whole of the interest is left to the 
discretion of the trustees. ‘‘ When,” said Jessel, M.R., in Re Parker 
(16 Ch. D. 44), ‘a legacy is payable at a certain age, but is, in terms, 
contingent, the legacy becomes vested when there is a direction to 
pay the interest in the meantime to the person to whom the legacy is 
given ; and not the less so when there is superadded a direction that 
the trustees ‘shall pay the whole or such part of the interest as they 
shall think fit.’” Where the gift isin favour of a class for division 
among such as attain a specified age, with a discretionary gift of 
income in the meantime, the result may be different. On this point 
the decision of North, J., in Re Wintle (1896, 2 ‘‘h*711) is at variance 
with that of Jessel, M.R., in Fou v. Fox (L. R. 19 Eq. 286). But the 
rule in Re Parker applies to a case where the future gift of capital, 
and the intermediate discretionary gift of income, are in favour of a 
single person. The gift of capitel is an immediately vested gift, and 
the beneficiary can call for payment accordingly.—Re WILLIaMs 
(Neville, J., Nov. 14, 1906) (1907, 1 Ch. 180; ante, p. 68). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


REX v. BRIGHTON CORPORATION. Ex parte SHOESMITH. No, 1. 
1lth April. 
Hicnway—Reram—AtreratTion AND Maxrno vp sy Locat Avursoriry— 

Oxpers ror Payment or Mongy—Unnecessany Expenpirure—Pvustic 

Roap Apaprrep ror Moror-cak Racinc—Pvusiic Hearta Acr, 1875 

(38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 149. 

The court will not interfere with the discretionary exercise by a local authority 
of the powers as to paving or altering @ road, conferred upon them by section 149 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, where such discretion has been exercised wn good 
faith for the purposes of the Act. < 

Appeal from the judgment of @ Divisional Court (Lord Alverstoue, O.J., 
and Ridley and Darling, JJ.): re in 54 W. R. 539, 50 Soxrcrrors’ 
Jovrnat, 465. A rule nisi was 0 calling on the Corporation of 
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Brighton to shew cause why a writ of certiorari should not issue to remove 
into the High Court certain orders and resolutions made on the 6th of July 
and 4th of August, 1905, by the council, whereby it was ordered that the 
treasurer of the borough should pay to certain contractors two several 
sums of £2,500 and £550 upon the ground that the expenditure was waste- 
ful, extravagant, and unnecessary, and therefore illegal, and that the cor- 
poration had no jurisdiction or authority to makeit, The affidavits which 
were filed in the case shewed that in 1905 the Automobile Club were consider- 
ing the question of holding their motor-car speed-trial competitions at 
Brighton, and the secretary of the club wrote saying that the surface 
of the road where the competitions took place should be paved with tar 
macadam or tarmac. The corporation thereupon laid 1,100 yards of the 
Madeira-road with tarmac, and the competitions were held on that portion 
of the road on four days in July, 1905, during which time the road was 
closed to the public. ‘The above-mentioned sums of £2,500 and £550 were 
ordered by the corporation to be paid to the contractors who laid the 
tarmac on the road. The rule nisi for a certiorari was obtained by a rate- 
payer upon the ground that the Madeira-road was a well-laid macadamized 
road which did not require to berelaid with tarmac for the ordinary traffic 
upon it, and that the laying of the road with tarmac was not a bond fide 
exercise of the powers of the corporation under section 149 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, of paving or altering the road, but was done solely for 
the purpose of the Automobile Club meetings. The corporation con- 
tended that, some years before, the borough surveyor had recommended 
that Madeira-road should be relaid with tar macadam, and that when the 
question of holding the Automobile Club meeting at Brighton arose the 
corporation went into the merits of tarmac as a paving, and came to the 
conclusion that it would be a permanent improvement to lay Madeira-road 
with tarmac, thereby making it almost free from dust and causing the 
surface to dry quickly after rain. The Divisional Court came to the con- 
clusion that the expenditure was not dond fide incurred for the purpose of ; 
ving, repairing, or altering the road under section 149 of the Public 
ealth Act, 1875, but solely for the purpose of enabling the motor-car 
speed trials to be held on the road, and that therefore the expenditure was 
ultra vires. They accordingly made the rule for a certiorari absolute. The 


corporation appealed. 
Tae Covet (VavucHan Wriittams, Fietcner Moviron, and Buckzey, 


L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Vavuenan Wu1aMs, L.J., said that the court would not interfere with 
the exercise of discretion by the corporation in regard to their statutory 
powers unless it could be shewn that the discretion was not exercised in 
good faith. In his opinion it could not be said that the corporation caused 
the surface of the road to be laid with tarmac for the convenience of the 
Automobiie Club under colour and pretence of improving the highway. 
Though the visit of the Automobile Club was the occasion of the relaying 
of the road with tarmac, it seemed to him to be clear that it was an 
improvement to the road which would be of great benefit to the residents 
and visitors at Brighton. In his opinion the work was done for the benefit 
of the people of Brighton, and the fact that it was done upon the occasion 
of the Automobile Ciub competitions did not render the expenditure illegal. 

Frietcnrr Moviron and Bucxiry, L.JJ., concurred.— Counset, Sir 
Robert Finlay, K.C., J. E. Bankes, K.C. and E. BE. Humphrys; Montague | 
Lush, K.C., Ernest Pollock, K.O., and W. A, Casson. Soxicrrors, Boxall § 
Boxall, for Hugo Talbot, Brighton; E. Elvy Robb, for Gates § Burnand, 


Brighton. 





[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BIGGE, GRANVILLE v. MOORE. Neville, J. 10th and 11th April. 


Witt—Trvst tro Pay Annurrivs —WuetTHerR CHARGED oN Corpus — 
ContinvuinG CHARGE ON InNcomE—CoNSTRUCTION. 


A testatrix devised and bequeathed her real and the residue of her personal estate 
on trust for conversion, and out of the resulting income to pay certain annuities, 
and subject thereto on trust to'pay the income to J. T for life, and after her death 
to pay certain legacies, and subject to the trusts aforesaid to hold the trust premises 
Sor certain persons in equal shares absolutely. 

Held, that ‘‘ subject there’o”’ and *‘ subject to the trusts aforesaid”? must be 
taken to mean subject to payment of the annuities in the said will named, that such 
annuities were a charge on the current income of each year, and that so far as such 
income was insufficient, the annuities must fail. 

By her will dated the 26th of October, 1894, the testatrix Laura Bigge 
appointed Julia Townsend, Frederick Townsend, and Captain Thomas 
Donald her executors and trustees, and after bequeathing certain legacies, 
devised and bequeathed all the real and all the residue of her personal 
estate to her trustees on trust for conversion and investment, and out of 
the income thereof as from her death to pay to Captain Thomas Donald 
during his life a yearly annuity of £300 free of duty, and to two other 
annuitants £25 each, and subject thereto upon trust to pay such income 
to the said Julia Townsend during her life, and after her death to pay 
certain legacies, and subject to the trusts aforesaid to hold the said trust 
premises and the income thereof for certain other persons, or such of them 
as should survive the testatrix in equal shares absolutely. The testatrix | 
died on the 5th of November, 1895, and her will was duly proved in the 
Principal Probate Registry. The net residuary estate consisted of certain 
investments of about the value of £2,900, producing an income of about 





£97 a year. The income being insufficient to pay the said annuities in 
full, the said Thomas Donald authorized the trustees of the said will to 
pay the two annuities of £25 in full, and this arrangement remained in 
force while Thomas Donald lived, he receiving the surplus income in 
each year. One of the annuitants in respect of £25 per annum died ' 


in 1899, and the amount of her annuity was paid in full up to the 
date of her death. Captain Thomas Donald died in 1902. At the 
date of his death the arrears of his said annuity amounted to the sum 
of £1,263 3s., and his legal personal representative claimed that the 
said arrears were a continuing charge on the income of the residuary 
personal estate of the testatrix. The said Julia Townsend died in 1906, 
Between the dates of the deaths of the said Thomas Donald and the said 
Julia Townsend the second annuity of £25 was paid in full and thesurplus 
income of the residuary estate of the testatrix was from time to time paid 
to the legal personal representative of Thomas Donald in respect of the 
arrears of the said annuity of £300. Such payments amounted in all to 
the sum of £327 9s. 5d., thus reducing the arrears to the sum of 
£935 13s. 7d. There was also a debt arising under a deed of covenant and 
consisting of an interest under the will of the said Julia Townsend due 
from the estate of the testatrix to the estate of the said Thomas Donald, 
and the executors of the will of Julia Townsend claimed the right to set 
off against such debt the said sum of £327 93. 5d. The present trustees of 
the will of Laura Bigge thereupon took out this summons to have it 
determined whether on the true construction of the will and in the events 
which had happened the arrears of the annuity of £300 per annum 
given by the said will to the said Thomas Donald were a charge 
on the corpus of the residuary estate of the said Laura Bigge or a 
continuing charge upon the income thereof or were not so charged, 
For the legal personal representative of Thomas Donald it was urged that 
** subject thereto’? must mean subject to the trust to pay annuities which 
were a continuing charge on the income. The residuary legatees could 
not take anything until the arrears of the annuity had been satisfied. A 
gift of an annuity was primd facie a charge on the whole estate; different 
methods might be introduced for satisfying it: Booth v. Coulton (15 W. R. 
877, L. R. 5 Ch. App. 684). Where capital was given over subject to the 
payment of annuities the corpus was liable: Phillips v. Gutteridge (11 W. R. 
12,3 D. J. & 8. 332), Birch v. Sherratt (16 W. R. 30, 2 Ch. App. 644), and 
Re Mason, Mason v. Robinson (26 W. R. 734, 8 Ch. Div. 411). The case of 
Re Boden, Boden v. Boden (1907, 1 Ch. 132), was distinguishable. For the 
surviving annuitant for £25 it was argued that the scheme of the will was 
to leave the capital intact ; income and capital are clearly kept distinct all 
through the will. There was here no independent gift of anannuity. The 
intention of the testatrix was to deal with the income of each year. It 
really was the simple case of tenant for life and remainderman: Miller v. 
Huddlestone (3 Mac. & G. 513) and Baker v. Baker (6 H. L. Cas. 616). Where 
there was a gift of the surplus income of a fund each year as it accrued to 
others the corpus was not liable: Stelfox v. Sugden (Joh. 234, 7 W. R. 
Ch. Dig. 94) and Wormald v. Muzeen (29 W. R. 753, 17 Ch. Div. 167, and 
on appeal 29 W. R.795). In the present case the income in each year was 
to be dealt with in a particular way as it arose. 

Nevittz, J.—The question of whether an annuity is payable ex- 
clusively out of income, or whether out of current income, or whether it 
is charged on the corpus of the estate, or whether it is payable out of 
accumulated income, or, in other words, whether the arrears of the 
annuity in any one year are payable out of the income of succeeding 
years, depends, in my opinion, entirely on the construction to be placed on 
the words in the particular will construed in their ordinary sense. I am 
confirmed in this view by what is said by Sir George Jessel on appeal in the 
case of Wormald v. Muzeen (29 W. R. 795) and by what is said by Vaughan 
Williams, L.J., in Re Boden, Boden v. Boden (1907, 1 Ch., at p. 139). With 
regard to the suggested construction that the aunuity, if not charged 
upon the corpus is yet charged upon the income in such a way that arrears 
of annuity must be satisfied out of future income, such an intention 
ought, in my opinion, not to be imputed to the testatrix unless the words 
are very clear. As to the improbability of such a contention I think 
the court ought to pay particular attention to the very forcible ex- 
position by Wood, V.C., in the case of Stelfoxr v. Sugden (7 W. R. Ch. Dig. 
94, John. 234). Turning to the words of the present will I find that the 
annuity is to be paid out of the income of the estate, and after such pay- 
ment the balance of the income is to be paid to Julia Townsend during 
life. Payment to her is to ‘‘ subject thereto,’ which must mean subject 
to the payment of the annuities out of income. After the death of the 
tenant for life considerable sums are directed to be raised, and then, 
‘*subject to the trusts aforesaid,’’ the trustees are directed to hold the 
premises and the income thereof on trust for certain named persons, 
** Subject to the trusts aforesaid’’ must have the same meaning as the 
words “‘ subject thereto’’ above mentioned. There is nothing in the will 
to indicate an intention to charge the annuity on the corpus of the estate. 
In considering whether the testatrix intended that the annuities should be 
paid out of current income or whether she desired in the case of an insuf- 
ficiency of the current income to provide for the satisfaction of the 
annuities out of the income of future years, it appears to me that she 
was evidently without suspicion as to the insufficiency of the income to 
meet the annuities’ I say this for two reasons: first of all, beceme 
she deals with a supposed surplus of the income, which she gives to Julia 
Townsend; and, secondly, because on the death of Julia Townsend 
she directs the raising of considerable sums which are obviously intended 
to be without prejudice to the receipt by the annuitants of the annuities 
which had already been given to them. I conclude, therefore, that the 
testatrix had not in her mind at all the question of an insufficiency of the 
current income to meet the annuities which she had given by her will. It 
seems to me, therefore, that upon the true construction of the will the 
annuities were intended to be paid out of the current income, and tha, so 
far as the current income was insufficient to meet the annuities the 
annuities fail. With regard to the second question, I think the trus tees 
are entitled to recover and to set off against the amount to be paid by 
them to the estate of Captain Donald the overpayment of £327 9s. 5d 
I think there ought to be solicitor and client costs to be paid out of the 
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residue.—CounseL, Bovill; Beawmont; Harman. Soxricrrors, Lawrence, 
Graham, § Co. ; Wilde, Moore, Wigston, Co. 
[Reported by Epwanp J. M. Caap.iy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re KENT COLLIERIES (LIM.). DAY v, KENT COLLIERIES (LIM.), 
Parker, J. 22ud March. 


Company —Denentures Issvep as Cotnaterat Securrry ror Loan— 
Riext to Vore. 


A trust deed to secure an issue of debentures contained the following provision 
governing the voting at meetings of debenture-holders: ‘* At every such meeting 
zach voter shall, ona show of hands, be entitled to one vote only, but at a poll he shall 
be entitled to one vote in respect of every principal sum of £10 secured by the 
debenture in respect of which he is entitled to vote.” The C. Bank held £55,210 
debentures as security for an overdraft not to exceed £25,000. 

Held, that the nominees of the C. Bank were entitled to vote to the extent of the 
face value of the debentures held by the bank. 


Motion. By a trust deed dated the Ist of August, 1905, and made 
between the company of the one part and Sir Owen Randal Slacke and 
Mr. Bernard Dale (as trustees for the debenture-holders) of the other part 
provision was made for securing debentures to the extent of £150,000 
carrying interest at the rate of £6 per cent. per annum. The company by 
each debenture covenanted to pay the principal moneys sec to the 
registered holder ‘‘on February Ist, 1907, or on such earlier day as the 
principal moneys hereby secured become payable in accordance with the 
conditions endorsed hereon.’’ The third schedule to the trust deed 
contained provisions regulating meetings of the debenture-holders. 
Clause 1 provided: ‘‘ The trustees or either of them or any director of the 
company or any holder of debentures for an amount exceeding £400 may 
respectively at any time convene a meeting of the debenture-holders.”’ 
Clause 3: ‘‘ At any such meeting persons present in person or by proxy 
and holding one-twentieth of the nominal amount of the debentures for 
the time being outstanding shall form aquorum.” Clause 12 provided that 
at any meeting the registered holders of the debentures should be entitled 
to vote in respect of such debentures. Clause 13: ‘* At every such 
meeting each voter shall on a show of hands be entitled to one vote only, 
but at the poll he shall be entitled to one vote in respect of every principal 
sum of £10 secured by the debentures in respect of which he is entitled 
to vote.’”” By Clause 15 a meeting was empowered by extraordinary 
resolution ‘‘to sanction any modification or compromise of the rights 
of the debenture-holders against the — or against its property, 
whether such rights shall arise under the debentures or otherwise,’’ 
and ‘‘to assent to any modification of the provisions contained in these 
presents which shall be proposed by the company and sanctioned by the 
trustees.” Clause 17: ‘*The expression ‘ extraordinary resolution ’ 
means a resolution passed at a meeting of the debenture-holders at which 
a clear majority in value of the debenture-holders shall be present in 
person or by proxy, duly convened and held in accordance with the pro- 
visions herein contained by a majority consisting of holders of not less 
than three-fourths in value of the debentures represented at the meeting 
whether upon a show of hands or ata poll.”” On the 3rd of July, 1906, 
the company issued debentures for £55,210 (being the whole amount 
then unissued) to the London City and Midland Bank by way of 
collateral security for an existing loan and future overdraft up to 
the total amount of £25,000. On the 11th of December, 1906, 
the company issued notices to the debenture-holders of a meeting to 
be held on the 20th of December at which resolutions were to be a 
for extending the time of payment of the principal sums secured by the 
debentures, increasing the rate of interest, modifying the trust deed, and 
giving the company power to re-issue paid-off debentures. At the meeting 
the resolution was carried by 10,850 votes against 2,996, amongst the votes 
in favour of it were 5,521 votes given by the nominees of the bank. It was 
objected that the bank’s nominees were only entitled to vote to the extent 
of the indebtedness of the company to the bank and not to the extent of 
the face value of the debentures held by the bank. The chairman, how- 
ever, declared that the resolution was passed, whereupon an action was 
commenced by a debenture-holder on behalf of himself and all other 
debenture-holders against the company and the trustees for an injunction 
to restrain the defendants from acting on the resolutions and for the 
appointment of a receiver and manager. It was argued for the plaintiff 
that the bank’s nominees was not entitled to vote tothe extent of the face 
value of the debentures issued to the bank but only to the extent of the 
indebtedness of the company to the bank ; and, secondly, that the resolu- 
tion to re-issue paid-off debentures was wltrd vires the company and 
therefore void, 

Parker, J., in giving judgment, said: In this case two points are taken 
by the plaintiff. In the first place, it is said that the resolutions in 
question were not carried by the proper majority or, at any rate, were not 
voted for by the persons entitled to vote in accordance with the number 
of votes they were entitled to, but that the City and Midland Bank voted 
in respect of debentures held by them on a number of votes in excess of 
what on the true construction of the trust deed they were entitled to. 
{His lordship then shortly stated the facts, and continued :] What I really 
have to consider is, what is the meaning in clause 13 of the word 
“‘secured’’? It is suggested by the plaintiff that it does not mean what 
the company owe by virtue of the covenant contained in the debentures, 
but that it means what the bank will ultimately get because of the 
security which has been given to them in the form of debentures for 
the £25,000. I think that the true construction of this clause, ‘‘ secured 
by the debentures,” is equivalent to what the company owe by virtue 
of the covenant contained in the debentures. Of course it is well 


é 


holder’s action, when the assets are being distributed, for the 
amount for which the company has given its covenant, al 
cannot actually receive in respect of more than what 
respect of the loan secured. I think that is made additionally clear 
clause to which Mr Gore-Browne called attention (clause 17), which 
an extraordinary resolution, and that resolution has to 
— by a majority consisting of holders of not less than three- 
value of the debentures represented at the meeting, whether 
show of hands or on a poll. These debentures were represented at the 
meeting, and the amount represented is, I think, ng to the true 
construction of this deed, the total amount secured by The covenant in the 
debentures. If it were not so it would lead in practice to a result which 
might on occasion be of considerable inconvenience, because where 
debentures were issued as collateral security, inquiry would have to 
bo made cn ench commianh Wins Ge belite of than Gann 
were voting, as to what was the amount due upon the security in 
respect of which the debentures had been issued, and that might 
lead to very considerable inconvenience. Further, it seems to me on 
the true construction of this third schedule ‘‘the nominal amount of the 
debentures ’’—‘‘ the amount secured by the debentures ’’ and “‘ the value 
of the debentures,”’ are all convertible terms and do mean practically the 
nominal amount of the debentures; in other words, what the company 
have, by their debentures, undertaken to pay. Therefore it appears to me 
that the plaintiff’s first point cannot be upheld, and therefore that the 
resolution was validly carried. The second point is different in its nature. 
The plaintiff suggests that the third head of the second resolution passed 
at the meeting—viz., ‘‘ That the company shall have power to re-issue 
paid-off debentures,’’ was ultrd vires. The fourth head of the resolution 
gives power to the trustees to execute a trust deed for conning the 
resolution, a draft of which has been submitted to the meeting. e draft 
of the trust deed contains a clause or sub-clause in these words ; ‘‘ Clause 
1 of the conditions attached to the said debentures and said form shall be 
altered by substituting for the words ‘this debenture is one of a series 
of 150,000 debentures’ the following words: ‘this debenture is one 
of a series not exceeding at any one time £150,000’ and adding 
at the end of the clause ‘ Any of such debentures when paid off may be 
re-issued and when so re-issued shall entitle the holders thereof to the same 
rights as the original holders thereof.” Now the whole of the argument 
turns upon the word “‘re-issue.’’ Of course it has been decided in 
various cases that where a debenture has been paid off and delivered to 
the company it is a dead thing, and the company cannot re-issue it in the 
sense of giving security, but a fresh seal by the company is required, and 
if one comes to consider priorities of parties, a freshly sealed debenture 
would not be in exactly the same position as a debenture re-issued, 
supposing the re-issue were valid. Is this resolution to be construed as 
trying to authorize the company to do that which they cannot do, or is it 
simply an inaccurate expression for doing that which they could lawfully 
be authorized to do—namely, borrow further money upon the terms of 
issuing debentures to the persons who advanced that money, which 
debentures are to rank pari passu with the debentures of the original issue 
which have not yet been paid off? I think the maxim verba ita sunt 
intelligenda ut res magis valeat quam pereat applies, and in my opinion it is 
reasonable to construe this as giving the re the power to issue 
debentures upon certain ea I ry Be Bs wg Lege - 
debentures and impose upon them the ity other 
let in to rank pari passu with them up to a certain eantat—aaee, 
£150,000. That being so it seems to me the motion fails.—Covunssi, 
Hamilton, K.C., and Byrne; Gore-Browne, K.C., Romer, K.C., and Cozens- 
Hardy ; Buckmaster, K.0., and Manning. Soxicrrons, Ashley, Lumby § Oo. ; 
Birkbeck, Moreton, Thompson § Co. ; Dale, Newman § Hood. 
| Reported by Lronarv T. Forp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


. o 5 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
BARNARD v. ROBERTS AND WILLIAMS. Div. Court, 12th April. 
Fisnery—Anotinec—Takrino Fisa sy Means or ‘‘ Nicut Lives’? Durtne 
rae Day Trme—Lixes Usep Seep sy Kexrper—Larceny Act, 1861 
(24 & 25 Vicr. c. 96), ss. 24, 25. 
The owner of private water permitted the public to fish there for salmon and 
trout except at night. The respondents were found taking fish during the day 
time caught with a night line, The keeper seized the line and the men threw the 
fish away. The respondents were summoned under section 24 of the Larceny Act 
1861. The magistrates refused to convict, on the that, the night lines 
having been seized by the appellant, the respondents by the proviso in section 25 of 
the Act of 1861 were exempted from any further penalty. 
Held, that the magistrates ought to have convicted. 


= 
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laying of night lines was angling. 
pe ant, the head gamekeeper of Lord Penrhyn, for having unlawfully 
and wilfully taken otherwise than by angling, in the River Llugwy, 
between the beginning of the last hour before sunrise and the 
of the first hour after sunset, namely at 8.30 a.m., two trout, caught by a 
night line baited with worms, and valued at 6d. The appellant took away 
the line and the peg with which it was secured. The charge was uuder 
section 24 of the Larceny Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 96). The blic 
having been given permission to angle in this part of Lord 





known that where debentures are held as collateral security in this 
way the debenture-holder is entitled to prove in a debenture- - 
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private water it was said that the use of ¢ lines was illegal. The 
only question was whether this kind of fishing was angling within 
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the meaning of the statute. The justices refused to convict on the 
ground that the respondents were angling and were within the pro- 
vision in section 25 of the Act, which enacted: ‘‘ Provided that any 
person angling against the provisions of this Act, between the begin- 
ning of the last hour before sunrise . . . and sunset, from whom 
any implement used by anglers shall have been taken, or by whom 
the same shall be delivered up, shall by taking and delivering thereof be 
exempted from the payment of any damages or penalties from such 
angling.’’ The justices were of opinion that the respondents were angling 
and that the lings with the hooks on them, which were seized by the 
appellant, exempted the respondents from conviction and fine. 

ne Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Dariine and Pariirmore, JJ.) 
ordered the case to go back to the magistrates with directions to convict, 
if the original offence was proved, and expressed the opinion that the 
respondents were not angling within the meaning of the statute and were 
not protected by the proviso. The costs of the appeal were allowed.— 
Counset, C. Douglas Pennant; H.C. Davenport. Soxicrtors, Carr, Tyler, 
$ Overy, for C. Rumsey Williams, Bangor; W. G. A. Edwards, for D. Owen, 


Bangor. 
[Reported by Easxive Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BELL v. GRAHAM. Div. Court. 9th and 10th April. 


Epvucation—Parent or Carty Atrenpinc Pusitic ELrementary Scnoot— 
Ascension Day—UNLAWFuLLy Neocectinc To Cause CxiLp To ATTEND 
Scnoor—‘‘ Any Day Exciusivety Set APART FoR Reticrovs Osserv- 
ance ’’—Epvcation Acts, 1870 anp 1902. 


The father of a child attending a public elementary school was summoned for 
keeping his child away from school on Ascension Day. 

Held, that the father, being a member of the Church of England, was justified 
in so doing, as the day was one observed as a religious day by the sect to which he 
belonged. 


Case stated by justices for the West Riding of Yorkshire on the hearing 
of an information preferred by the respondent Thomas Graham, a person 
duly gree to carry out the compulsory bye-laws of the Ardesley and 
Darfield District Education Sub-committee of the West Riding County 
Council, against the appellant for unlawfully neglecting to cause his 
daughter Mary, a child between the age of five and fourteen years, to 
attend school without lawful excuse for the whole time required by the 
bye-laws made by the county council of the West Riding, as the educa- 
tion authority under Part III. of the Education Act, 1902. The bye-laws, 
amongst other things, provided: ‘‘ The parent of every child of not less 
than five nor more than fourteen years of age shall cause such child to 
attend school unless there be a reasonable excuse for non-attendance.”’ 
‘ The time during which every child shall attend school shall be the whole 
time for which the school selected shall be open for instruction for children 
of a similar age. Provided always that nothing in these bye-laws . . . 
shall require any child to attend school on any day exclusively set apart 
for religious observance by the religious body to which the parent belongs.” 
The short question was whether the appellant, as the parent of a child 
attending the elementary school in question, committed an offence under 
the Education Acts if, as was the case here, he sent his child to church 
instead of to school, on the 24th of May, which is Ascension Day. The 
justices convicted the appellant, and judged that he should pay a penalty 
of 1s., including costs. On behalf of the appellant it was contended that 
he was entitled to keep his child away from school on Ascension Day, 
inasmuch as it was exclusively set apart for religious observance by the 
Church of England. In support of this his counsel quoted 5 & 6 Ed. 6, 
c. 8, s. 1 (the Holy-day and Fasting Days Act), and cited the 13th 
Canon of 1603 in support of his submission. Other statutes of Edward VI., 
Elizabeth, and Victoria were also cited. For the respondent it was argued 
that Ascension Day was not set apart exclusively for religious observance 
by the Church of England, and indeed, no days except Sundays were so 
set apart. In other sects days were set apart. There were twenty-six 
days mm the year in a similar position to Ascension Day in the Church of 
England calendar, and therefore, if the appellant’s contention was well 
founded, no parent who belonged to the Church of England would be 
obliged to send his child to school on any one of those days. If the 
court overruled the decision of the magistrates they would dislocate the 
educational system of the oe and the schools would lose grants. 

Tue Covrt allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstoxe, ©.J., in giving judgment, said in Bell’s case two 
questions were raised, whether upon the facts the justices (1) were 
warranted in not being satisfied that the appellant belonged to the Church 
of England ; (2) if not, whether they came to a correct decision in point 
of law that Ascension Day was not a day exclusively set apart for religious 
observance by the Church of England in the sense contemplated by the 
bye-law and the provisions of the Education Acts. It was said that 
section 7 (i.) of the Education Act, 1870, was inserted to meet the case of 
Jewish and Roman Catholic children. He did not accept that view. It 
certainly had no special application to Roman Catholics, though it might 
have to Jews. He was satisfied that when the Act was passed there 
was no day, either in the Church of Rome as it existed in England at that 
time or in the Church of England, exclusively set apart in the sense that 
people were required to be in church the whole day. He could not accept 
the view, theretore, that the words were inserted for Roman Catholics and 
Jews on the ground that those sects had days to which such words would 
apply. He did not think that the fact that the girl did not go to sc .ool 
in the afternoon made any difference. The point taken that the appellant 


pores The appeal must therefore be allowed and the conviction 
quashed. 
Dar.inc and Parturmore, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 


MARSHALL v. GRAHAM. 


This was a similar case to the above with the following differences : 
The appellant was Timothy Marshall, the parent of John Marshall, achild 
of 114 years attending the Darfield Mixed School. On the 24th of May, 
1906, being Ascension Day, the boy, by his father’s desire and direction, 
did not attend school in the morning, going instead to church. In the 
afternoon he, however, did attend school. Marshall belonged to the 
religious body of the Church of England. The justices convicted the 
appellant and imposed the same penalty as in the previous case. 

‘Tue Covrrt allowed the appeal in this case also.—Counset, Lord Robert 
Cecil, K.C., and C A. Montague Barlow ; Danckwerts, K.C., and A. M. Latter, 
Soricitors, Crawley, Arnold, § Co., for J. Hewitt, Barnsley; Clements, 
Williams, § Co., for W. Vibart Dixon, Wakefield. 

[Reported by Erxsxine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


NEWMARK ». NATIONAL PHONOGRAPH CO. (LIM.) AND THE 
EDISON MANUFACTURING CO. (LIM.). Sutton, J. 10th April. 


Corpyricnut — Musica Composirion—Worps anp Music or a Sone— 
PHonocrapuic Recorp Usep ror Propvucine Sone. 


A phonographic record is not a copy of a sheet of music within the Copyright 
Act, 1842. 

Claim for injunction and damages in an action in which the question 
raised was whether or not songs—words and music—reproduced by means 
of phonographic records came within the Copyright Act. The plaintiff 
alleged that he was the owner of the copyright of both the words and the 
music of a popular song known as “‘ The Paralytic Hotel,’’ of which the 
defendants had taken or caused to be taken phonographic records, which 
had been sold in large quantities. For the defendants it was argued that 
the record on the cylinder was not a copy within the meaning of the Act. 
In Boosey v. Whight (1899, 16 Times L. R. 82) it was held that a perforated 
roll was not a copy of asong. There was no evidence to shew that the 
defendants had performed the song, and selling the cylinder could not be 
held to be causing the song to be sung or performed in public. The 
defendants had a perfect right to sell the records, and the sale did not 
constitute an infringement of copyright. 

Surron, J., in giving judgment, said he thought this case did not come 
under the Copyright Act at all. The records could in no way be regarded 
as sheets of music. There must be judgment for the defendants with 
costs.—CounseL, #. H. Coumbe ; Serutton, K.C., and Leversidge. Souicrrors, 
Cannon § Son ; R. O. Read. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
DAVIES v, DAVIES. 12th April. 


Divornce—ScumMary JurispicTion (Marrrep Women) Act, 1895 (58 & 59 
Vict. c. 39)—Aprpeat—Costs. 


Where a husband successfully appealed from an order for payment of a weekly 
sum on desertion of @ petty sessional court, the wife, who did not appear, being 
shewn to have separate estate, was condemned in costs, without notice of the 
application. 

An unopposed appeal by a husband from an order made against him by 
the Ruabon bench of magistrates that he should pay to his wife a weekly 
sum on account of his desertion was allowed. It appeared from the notes 
of the evidence taken at the hearing that the wife was possessed of four 
houses, and application was made that she should be ordered to pay the 
costs of the appeal on the ground that she had separate estate. [Compare 
Medway v. Medway (1900, P. 141), not cited to the court. | 

Tue Drvistonat Court (Bucknitt and Barcrave Drang, JJ.) granted 
the ee R. V. Bankes. Soxtcrron, A. G. Colbeck, 
Wrexham 


[Reported by Dicsy Corzs-Paexpy, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Societies. 
The Bar Meeting. 


The annual bar meeting was held on Tuesday afternoon. The Arrorney- 
Gengrat took the chair, and there were present many King’s Counsel and 
members of the junior bar. 

The Arrorney-GeneraL, in moving the adoption of the report, which, no 
doubt, his hearers had read, said there were one or two topics on which he 
should like to say a few words. First, there was the queetion of the 
propriety of counsel answering | questions in the newspapers, other- 


wise than in the ordinary professional way. It would not be wise to act 
hastily in this matter, as it required, and was still under, consideration. 





was not a member of the Church of England also failed. He was baptized, 
confirmed, and married in that church, and although since 1895 he had 
only attended twice, once at his wedding and a second time at a christen- 
ing, the justices were not justified in holding that he was not a bond fide 


Secondly, there was the proposal, which had passed the House of Lords, 
that the Court of Appeal should sit in three divisions of two judges 
also was a subject deserving careful consideration. But 
remembered that the Lord Chancellor was only 


each. This 
it should be 
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lying a temporary remedy to a temporary evil. It was not 
Se le 0 suggest the ultimate solution. There was undoubtedly a great 
block in the King’s Bench Division. The prosperity of the country was 
growing and litigation naturally increasing, an due provision must 
accordingly be made. The next question he would refer to was one of 
some delicacy—that was, whether there should be reciprocity between the 
Colonies and the United Kingdom in respect of the legal profession. The 
difficulty arose where Colonies did not exact the same qualifications for 
practice as were required at home. It was a matter, he was sure, of 
extreme regret to the whole profession that Mr. Warmington was contem- 
lating retirement from the position of chairman of the council, which he 
so long adorned. 

Mr. Warmrnoton, K.C., in seconding the motion, said that the council 
and the profession at large owed gratitude to those in authority. The 
council had had interviews with the Lord Chancellor, from whom they had 
received no snub, but, on the contrary, kindness and patient attention, 
and in some instances effect had been given to representations made. 
With regard to the proposals respecting the Court of Appeal, the Lord 
Chancellor acknowledged the receipt of the protest of the council, but 
said no reasons had been given. Those reasons had since been submitted 
to his lordship. He supported the Attorney-General’s advice to wait. In 
resp2ct of the colonial question, the Prime Minister of New Zealand was 
making a proporal extending to all Colonies. In New Zealand there was 
no membership of an Ina of Court necessary, nor were the requirements of 
entrance into the profession the same as ours. Moreover, in New Zealand 
‘person’? included a woman ; whether they should be admitted to practise 
at the bar was another matter. The subject had arisen since the report 
was published. In a few minutes he would be retiring from his office. 
He had known the Bar Council and its predecessor, the Bar Committee, for 
many years. It had now become a power in the legal world. It was the 
authorized exponent of the profession, and was so recognized in the 
Colonies, in our own Houses of Parliament, and even in foreign countries. 
Formerly the only authority in existence was that of the benchers of the 
several inns. 

The report was adopted. 

After some remarks by Mr. Enotish Harrison, K.C., and Mr. F. 
Newsott, votes of thanks to the auditors and secretaries were passed on 
the motion of Mr. Leverr, K.C., and Mr. Hueues, K.C, 

Sir Epwarp Crarxe, K.OC., moved a vote of thanks to the Attorney- 
General, and congratulated him on his restoration to health. It was a 
satisfaction to have an Attorney-General and a Lord Chancellor who were 
so interested in the welfare of the council and of the profession. 

Sir Harry Potanp, K.C., in seconding the resolution, observed that the 
first Attorney-General he remembered was Sir John Jervis, in 1848, who 
became a distinguished Chief Justice of the Common Pleas. Since that 
time he had known no Attorney-General more kindly, accessible, or 
interested in the profession than Sir John Lawson Walton. 

The motion was agreed to unanimously, and the Arrorner-GeNnERAL 
acknowledged it. 





United Law Society. 


The annual dinner took place on Thursday evening in last week, Lord 
Justice FLetcner Mouton in the chair. Among those present were Mr. 
J. W. Weigall (the chairman of the society), Mr. E. Marshall Hall, K.C., 
Mr. Bourchier F. Hawksley, Me. A. H. Richardson, Mr. Neville Tebbutt, 
and Mr. M. P. Ellett (hon. secretary). 

The CHarrman proposed the toast of the society, and spoke of the 
difficulty of forming friendships in London when young men were starting 
in life. Societies which met frequently, like the United Law Society, for 
the purpose of debate were of great value. He had known many lives to 
be influenced in this way. For himself his own happiest times had been 
connected with similar societies—for instance, the Cambridge Union 
Society, where he was the first and only president to be impeached. 

Mr. Weicatt responded to the toast. 

Mr. Karys-Jacxson proposed ‘‘ The Legal Profession.” 

Mr. E, Marsnauu Hatt, K.C., in reply, said that the profession included 
judges as well as solicitors’ clerks ; only by remembering that it was one 
great entity could they give the profession the position it ought to have. 
It was necessary now to appoint more judges, and competent judges, 
without delay, for the judicial system was now being run on an impossible 
method of parsimony. The Court of Appeal must be made even stronger ; 
there ought, too, to be three Courts of Appeal instead of two. He hoped 
something would very shortly be done, m justice to the legal profession, 
ona England occupied a higher position than it did in any other 
country. 

Mr. Bourcnien Hawxsuezy also replied. 





April 8.—Mr. N. Tebbutt in the chair.—Mr. Arnold Jolly moved, and Mr. 
Hardinge Dalston opposed, the following resolution, which was carried : 
“That the decision in Peel v. London and North-Western Railway Co. 
(1907, 1 Ch. 5) was wrong.” 


—_—_——- 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 10th inst., Mr. 
Richard 8. Taylor in the chair, the other directors present being Sir George 
Lewis, Bart, and Messrs. W. ©. Blandy (Reading), A. Davenport, 
W. Dowson, H. Fulton (Salisbury), C. Goddard, Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
W. G. King, C.G. May, W. Arthur Sharpe, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £685 was distributed in grants of relief, seven new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business was 





Obituary. 
Mr. R. M. Minton-Senhouse. 


Mr. Robert Metcalfe Minton-Senhouse, barrister-at-law, was foulhd on 
Monday sitting in his chambers at King’s-bench-walk, Temple, with a bullet 
wound in the head. He was called to the bar in 1887, and was a member 
of the Oxford Circuit. He was the editor of reports of cases on the Work- 
men’s Com jon Acts, on which branch of the law he had a good 
practice. e jury returned an open verdict. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. W. H. Sanps, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Mint at the Central Criminal Court, in place of the late 
Mr. Ernle Partridge. Mr. Sands was called to the bar in 1877. 


Mr. Youncsr, K.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Lord Davey. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Hersert Benan Taytor and Perer Francis Dorrt, solicitors (Taylor 
& Dorté), 18, Billiter-street, London. March 28. 

Rosert Tuomas and Wiitu1aM Bensamin Francis, solicitors (R. Thomas 
and Francis), 11, Castle-street, Cardiff. April 6. The said Robert Thomas 
will continue business in his own name at the same address. 

(Gazette, April 12. 





General. 


Sir Charles Mathews will be entertained at a dinner by the counsel to 
the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court in celebration of the honour of 
knighthood recently conferred upon him. Several of the judges have been 
invited to attend. 


It is stated by the Evening Standard that the town clerk of Newcastle- 
under-Lyme has, in response to the resentations of a deputation of 
councillors, consented to a reduction of £70 per annum in his salary, 
because the rates are so heavy. He was receiving £550. 


We understand that a new edition of Mr. Henry Godefroi’s Law Rela 
to Trusts and Trustees will a. published by Messrs. Stevens 
Sons (Limited). This edition will be edited by Mr. W. L, Richards and 
Mr. J. I. Stirling, of Lincoln’s-inn, who have had the advantage of 
personal notes and suggestions of the lamented author. 


In the House of Lords, on Tuesday, the Earl of Onslow moved an 
amendment to Standing Order 128 the rate of interest which a 
committee dealing with a railway Bill may allow a railway company to 
pay out of capital during the period of construction from 3 per cent. to 
4 per cent. per annum. e amendment was agreed to. 


Mr. Cave, K.C., M.P., in charging the Grand Jury at the Guildford 
Quarter Sessions, said they were apt to co tulate themselves in com- 
paring the English criminal system with that of the United States. 
Counsel in this country were disposed to save the time of the court, and 
there was a great tion ped gree cages counsel should not struggle to 
obtain a conviction. We trusted juries more. He hoped the proposal for 
a criminal appeal court would not give the rich man an advantage over 
the poor. 


It is announced that the judges have chosen the following circuits for 
the autumn assizes: South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham ; 
Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Darling ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Channell and Mr. Justice Phillimore; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Bucknill ; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Jelf ; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Bray and Mr. Justice Pickford; North and South Wales Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Sutton. Prisoners only will be tried at these assizes except at 
Manchester and Live: on the Northern, Leeds on the North-Eastern, 
Birmingham on the Midland, and Cardiff on the North and South Wales 
Circuits, where civil business will also be taken. 


The judge of the Beccles County Court, says the Evening Standard, 
declares himself staggered at seeing a bill of costs amounting to over £100 
in a case in which only £70 was recovered. Law is notoriously dear in the 
‘‘ poor man's court.’’ Ifa person enters a plaint in the county court to 
sesccar £50 Do Seas Cures in the High Court he issues for 10s. a writ 
to recover £20,000. dignation at this state of affairs is periodically 
expressed, but the system does not alter. It applies to bankruptcy “4 


to 
well as to the recovery of debt. In the Stafford Court a little while ago 
man was compelled to file his petition through inability to realize an estate 
worth 30s. in the £. After the costs had 
16s. in the £ for the creditors. At Cardiff a debtor's estate realized 
of which £125 went to the preferential creditors. ee 
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In reply to a question by Mr. Fetherstonhaugh whether he is yet in a 
position to state when the licensing legislation referred to in his Majesty’s 
Speech will be introduced, and if the contemplated Bill will deal with the 
licensing question in Ireland as well as in England, or if any separate 
measure of licensing reform to meet the needs of Ireland will be intro- 
duced by the Government during the present session, Sir H. Campbell- 
Bannerman, in a printed answer, says: ‘‘I am not in a position as yet to 
answer the first part of the hon. member's question. Ireland will not be 
included in the Bill in question, nor is it intended to introduce a separate 
measure dealing with Irish licences during the present session.”’ 

Now that company law amendment is being discussed, says the Pall Mali 
Gazette, attention might be directed to the undesirable practice of com- 
bining the offices of solicitor and director. A recent advertisement stated 
that a well-known limited company desired to appoint a solicitor who would 
act as director and invest in the company’s shares. Considering how im- 
plicitly the ruling of the solicitor is accepted by shareholders, who can 
only appeal from him to the court, his position should be unfettered and 
independent ; he should, like the auditor, represent the shareholders, and 
not the board. But where the solicitor is also a director, the combination 
must often prevent the exercise of an impartial and detached judgment. 
How can the solicitor-director be a critic of his co-directors? And yet, 
where there has been misfeasance, the shareholders necessarily rely upon 
the solicitor’s opinion. 

Tuesday, April 16th, being the grand day of Easter term at Gray’s-inn, 
the treasurer (Mr. Reader Harris, K.C.) and the masters of the bench 
entertained at dinner His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales and the 
following other guests: Captain Viscount Crichton, the Right Hon. Lord 
Reay, G.C.S.I., the Right Hon. Lord Rothschild, the Right Hon. Lord 
Collins, the Right Hon. the Master of the Rolls, the Right Hon. Lord 
Justice Vaughan Williams, the Treasurer of the Hon. Society of the 
Middle Temple (the Hon. Mr. Justice Bigham), Sir Lewis McIver, Bart., 
M.P., Sir Charles Owens, Sir Charles Mathews, Mr. Balfour-Browne, K.C., 
and Mr. Howard Hooker. The benchers present in addition to the 
Treasurer were: Lord Ashbourne, Mr. Henry Griffith, Sir Arthur Collins, 
K.C., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. John Rose, Mr. M. W. Mattinson, K.C., Mr. 
Lewis Coward, K.C., Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., Mr. Montague Lush, K.C., 
Mr. T. Terrell, K.C., Mr. Barnard, K.C., Mr. Duke, K.C., Mr. Edward 
Clayton, Mr. Pochin, Mr. A. E. Gill, Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C., Mr. J. R. 
Atkin, K.C., with the preacher, the Rev. R. J. Fletcher. 


In an action for obstruction of ancient lights, is, asks the Law Quarterly 
Review in its current issue, a finding of fact that the diminution of light in 
@ particular room amounts to a nuisance compatible with a finding that 1t 
is still a well-lighted room, having regard to the decision of the House of 
Lords in Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores (1904, A. C. 179)? That case, the 
learned reader will remember, finally settled that the cause of action is 
nuisance, and is not founded on a proprietary right to the enjoyment of a 
fixed quantity of light. In Jolly v. Kine (1907, A. C. 1, 76 L. J. Ch. 1) 
the question above stated was answered in the plaintiff's favour by Vaughan 

iluams and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ., Lord Loreburn and Lord James of 
Hereford, besides Kekewich, J., whose judgment contained the two 
findings alleged to be inconsistent. Romer, L.J., Lord Robertson, and 
Lord Atkinson held that on facts so found there was no cause of action. 
The results are that the plaintiff below retains her judgment with such 
fruit thereof as there may be (see 1904, 2 Ch., at p. 504), and that judges 
of first instance who do not desire to multiply appeals will in future 
measure their words very carefully in cases of this class. We do not doubt 
that the judgments in the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords will be 
constantly cited by both sides and often pronounced irrelevant. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuuitep tn CHANOERY. 


Farpenricx Carter & Sons, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr J P W 
Goodwin, 31, Copthall av, liquidator 

Jamaica Presenves anv Howry Co, Limitrp— Creditors are required, on or before May 
20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles H Mounsey, 6, Old Jewry. Lawience & Co, solors to liquidator 

Linting & Co, Liurtep—Creditors are required, on or before May 24, to send their names 
and addrerses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geerge Henry Sawyer, 
7a, Laurence Pountney hi'l, liquidator 

Matay Mixixe Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send their 
pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Henry 
Knight, 120, Fenchurch st, liquidator 

Prowmax & Co, Lumitep- Creditors are required, on or before May 11, to send their 
names and addresves, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A H Pierson, 
65- , J i , Ber sey, quidator j 

8 Butrerwoats & Soxs, Limrrzp (Blackpool, Builders)—Petn for winding up, directed 
to be heard on April 9, was adjourned aud will be heard on April 23, at 10 o'clock, at the 
Sersions Hall, caster rd, Preston. Waterhouse, Blackpool, solor for petners. 
Notice of eyeing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after= 
nocn of April 22 

Tentespen Gas Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before May 13, to send their 
mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Frederick Varty, Tenterden. Sharpe & Co, Bridge st, Westminster, solors to liquidator 

London Gasetie—Tvurspay, April 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep tx Caancery. 

Foxtow Cemeyt Co, Lrwitep—Petn for wioding up, presented April 13, directed to be 
heard April 30. Tuylor, Lincoln's inn fields, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 29 

Hewxry Waiticck, Limitsp—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles William 
Gray, 7, Boscastlerd, Highgate rd. Steele, St Martin’s ct, solor for liquidator 





New pr Kaap (1906), Limirep-Petn for winding up, presented April 12, directed to be 
heard April 30, Campion & Co, Old Broad st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 29 

Piymouta Co-opzrative Drve Co, Limitzp —Petn for winding up, preeented March 17 
directed to be heard at the Western Law Courts, Plymouth, April 24. Judge & Priestley, 
4, Broad st bldgs, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-na 
not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of April 23 

Royat Wasrant Hovpers Association, Limitep—Creditors are required forthwith te 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Carrington Smith and 8 1 King Hol 8, Hanover sq, liquidators 

W 8H Parry & Co, Liumrep ~ Creditors are required, on or before May 17, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold Sadler, 7 
Victoria st, Liverpool . 











Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGisTRars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Emercency Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ TA. No. 2. KExkewicu. Jovor. 
Monday, April ........ 22 Mr. Carrington Mr. Bloxam Mr. Theed Mr. Leach 
SEEN ccccsicecuvatcnen 23 Pemberton Borrer Goldschmidt  Greswell 
Church Bloxam Leach 
: aaaner Goldschmidt a n 
Bloxam Theed Leach 
Farmer Borrer Goldschmidt G 1 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swinrew Eapy. Wanreinerox. NEVILLE. Parkes. 
22 Mr. King Mr. Pemberton Mr. Farmer Mr. Borrer 
Church i 2 Beal Bloxam 
King Pemberton Farmer Gresw 
Church Carrington Beal Leach 
King Pemberton Farmer Goldschmidt 
Church Carrington Theed 











The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Revenrsions, Lire Pouicres, &c. 

Messrs. H, E. Foster & Caanrigvp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 833) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
a lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being £7,115. 

A 


LUTE REVERSIONS: £ 
To £2,700 108, cc ace ine ove ooo ooo wee Sold 1,620 
To £1,370 15s. ... ode ove oon ooo ieee oie oat oo 830 
To £3,000... pat ae =e ne — one ap is oo «=O op OD 
To £390 South India Railway Co. Stock ... ooo ose ons oo 8 365 
POLICIES: 
For £800 ... ons one os one vere ans dig a ooo 8 oo 475 
For £1,500, fully paid... ia 006 eee ioe vas on saa » 1,745 
For £1,000, fully paid .. eve we ‘lin wee ae ove we. & 455 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette-—Tuxspay, April 9. 
ALLisoy, Wiiii4m, Louth, Lincs June6 Allison, Louth 
Asusy, Tuomas, Staines, Middlesex May 21 King & Co, Cannon st 
AVERILL, Rev Georas, Claypole, Lincola May 14 Foottit, Newark, Notts 
Brissy, Joux, Ulveston, Lancs, Commission Agent April 20 Sanderson, Lancaster 
Brackett, Lucinpa, St Leonards on Sea, Sussex May6 Young & Co, Hastings 
Buaxe, Epwasp, East Stoneh Devon, Li ed Victualler May 15 Barrett, 
Plymouth 
Boyte, ZacyntHa Antonia LornenzinA, Sloane st, Chelsea June 12 Lee & Pembertons, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Breese, Axx, Leamington May 20 Shelton & Co, New ct. Lincoln’s inn 
Bruroy, Harry, Ardwick, Manchester May9 Scholes & Farrington, Manchester 
Cairp, Joan, Barrowin Furaess May 31 McDiarmid & Son, Newman’s ct, Cornhill 
Cairp, Jeanie Simpson, Barrow in Furness May 31 McDiarmid & Son, Newman's ct 
Can.inG, EvizaBera, Felling, Durham May13 Lambert & Lambert, Gateshead 
Castie, Groner, Oxford, Farmer May15 Andrew & Co, Oxford 
Cuantay, Apa Mary, Goole, York Mayll E & T Clark, Goole 
Cuarmay, Exvizaseta, Bowness on Win’ermere, Westmorland May 11 Bownass, 
Windermere 
Cuapmay, Martua Any, Mundford, Norfolk April27 Taylor & Sons, Norwich 
beeen Georce, Hatchland, Rattery, Devon, Farmer May 7 Windeatt & Windeatt* 
‘otnes 
Corspiz, Gzorce Wii114M Ricnarp, Hampstead May 14 Lomas, Rickmansworth 
Craic, Gronce, Newcastle upon Tyne May1 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Dowyxix, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne May 4 Sleuahen & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Dusy, Jane, Newcastle upon Tyne May 21 Brown & Son, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Exvpsip, Epwarp Heney, Sydenham July8 Spreat, Ironmonger In 
Evans, Rev Epwagp Muieseap, Ilkeston, Derby May 18 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 
Farrant, Sir Ricnarp Exisna, Park sq West, Regent’s Park May 21 Ashurst & Co, 
Throgmorton av 
Fisu, Soputa Any, Greenbeys, Manchester April 22 Whitworth, Manchester 
Fox, Emiry, Weymouth May 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Fou.xss, Joun, Rhyl, Flint May9 Pierce-Lewis, an 
Haxwnam, Epwarp Lawron. East Grinstead May 18 Pearless & Co, East Grinstead ‘ 
Haxpin, Henry, Montacute, Somerset, Baptist Minister April 23 Watts & Co, Yeovil 
Hopson, Marra, Littleborough, Lancs May7 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
— A.razp Epwix, Chepstow, Mon, Auctioneer April 20 Morgan & Co 
Chepstow 
Lampert, Evizapets Mary, St Leonard’s on Sea May6 Young & Co, Hastings 
Lees, Samve., Hyde, Chester, Grocer Mayil J & P Hibbert, Hyde 
Litrie, Witi1am, Machen, Mon April 30 Wade & Son, Newport, Mon 
Masor, Horatio Nevsoy, Lexden, Kssex April 20 Prior, Colchester 
Mason, Saran Avousta, Penge, Kent May 1 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Marruews, OaTuenrye, Caerleon, Mon, Grocer Junel Pain & Son, Newport, Mon 
Morce.t, Anna, Tunbridge Wells May 4 Murt n-Neale, Tunbridge Wells 
Pace, Henry, Camdenrd May5 Ray & Flower-Ellis, Margaret st, Regent st 
Pegarsos, Peter, Witton Gilbert, Duham May6 Graham & Co, Sunderland 
—_—, Tuomas, Buckfastleigh, Devon, Licensed Victualler May7 Windeatt & Windeatt, 








Loxpow ayp SouTn Arxican DuveLorment anv Finance Co, Luurep—Creditors are 
required, on or before June 24, to eend their names and »ddresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Maurice Jenks, 6, Old Jewry, liquidator 





Piper, Jzssz, Conghurst, Hawkhurst, Kent 5 Young & Co. Hastings 
Remixorox, Franozs Mary, Boscombe, Hants y 20 Ingpen & Armitage, South sq 
Ricwarpsox, Fayny, Ladbroke grove May 10 Slaughter & y, Austin Friars 
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z2pson, Rosgrt, Blackpool, Builder April 26 Robinson, Blackpool 
Bonneraon, Wins Srrvax, King Henry’s rd, 8t John’s Wood June1 Allen & Son, 
Car! 


Soho sq 
Rouiinson, Jonx, Huddersfield Sept 29 Ramsden & Cu, Huddersfield 
Batt, Frepenick, Streatham, Steamship Agent May ,* —_ Clifford’s inn 
SrocxpaLg, Ricwuarp, Blundellsands, Lancs, Chemist my 9-4 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 
Sroxes, Exr1za, Leamington, Warwick May 20 Shelton & Co, New ct, Linchin's inn 
Tuompson, Eviza, Sunderland poe & eo 6 ms 8 
Tipman, J aME3, Brooke, Norfolk, = 5 Daten, Loddon, Norfolk 
TarLawyy, Horace Doumer, Shotwick Park, C Chester 15 Lupton, Essex st 
Wacxnritt, Ciana Jane, Leamington May1 Wright & 02, 
Waermacor, Francis Hersert, Haslemere, Surrey May u & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
e) 


fi 
Wiiuiams, Saran, Gt Grimsby Juneé Allisons & Allisons, Louth 


London Gasette.—Faivay, April 12. 


Avuimarx, James, Oldham, Bookkeeper May 12 Ponson! 4 oa. Om. 
Assenece, James Gispox, Earl's Court rd, Kensington Cochran & Macpherson, 
A een 


Baxter, Feepenick, Erdington, Ly gy May 31 Ponvt & Co, Haniaghen 

Bernard, Sanan Axn, Streatham hill May 30 Rutlan tem 

Bonny, James, senr, Surrey May9 Timbrell & Delgbena iin 

Soanomass Isaac, Bridgefoot, Workiogton, Innkeeper 

orkington 

BoverieLp, Catuertne, Gt Crosby, Lancs May 24 Peacock & Co, Liverpool 

Baicos, Grorcs Jeremian, Spring Bank, oe upon Hull, Surgeon June 18 
Middlemiss & %~ Kingston upon Hull 

Burx, Ravpn, Spitt 1, Berwick upoa PT weed May 13 Sanderson & Weatherhead, | 
Berwick upon Tweed 

on Cuar.es Jacos, Raymouth rd, Rotherhithe, Warehouseman Rattenbury, 

Rossington st, Upper Clapton 

CuzszsroucH, Emma Daty, Wilton pl, Knightsbridge May13 Beale & Co, Gt George 
st, Westminster 

Comvasz, Fa Parsick, South Audley st, Westminster May 21 Roy & Cartwright, 

st 


Cooxe, Gzouce Henry May10 Rowland & yo Croydon 

Coprinc, Estuer Ann, High st, Homerton May Harris & Co, >, Finsbury sq 

Coruiz, VIOLET, Wokingham, Berks May 6 Tens Co, 8t Helen’s pl 

Dow, » Gamnans | om Betchworth, Surrey May 18 Parker & Co, St Michael’s 

ectory, © 

Foasp, James Taomas, Birkdale, Southport, Barrister at law June 1 Rawle & Co, 
Bedford row 

Gootpen, E.tey, Birtle, nr Bury, Lancs May13 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

HarpinG, Frep, "Church st, Stoke Newington, Provision Merchant May 25 Pearce & 
fons, West Smithfield 

Hasgtye.t, Sorputa Bake, Redland, Bristol May a Harley, Bristol 

Harvey, Kev Ricuagp, Bursledon, Southampton June 1 Green & Co, Southam ampton 

Heapert, The Hon Ausgeon Epwasp Wi.tiam Mo.ynevx, Ringwood, Hants May 18 
Foyer & Uo, Essex st, Strand 

Sum, Sasaee Haazry, Church Stretton, Salop May 23 Carrane & Elliott, Wellington, 

0 


oe E.izasetx Jutta, Marloes rd, Kensington May17 Robinson & Stannard, 
ea 


James, WILL, Westwosl, Lynton, Devon Junel Claremont & Ha — Bloomsbury sq 

Joiiy, JonN Rosert, Lee, Kent May12 Bayly, Adelaide rd, Br 

Kiasy, Cuaries, Bracebridge, Asylum, Lancs May9 Malkin & Co, Martin’ 

Lovepay, Wi.uram Cuaries, Ernest st, Harford. st, Mile End May 13 "tongs & 
Luml-y, Old Jewry chmbrs 

LusHixeTox, Ly Guprrey, KCB, GCMG, Uld Queen st June 24 Coltman, Burley, 


Mason, Ken Groree Turner, Woodside rd, South Norwood, Manufacturer’s Agent 
Mayl1 Plunkett & Leader, 8t Paul’s churchy ard 
Sam, Soomes Cursgy, Lydiate, nr Ormskirk, nd Merchant Mayil Laces & Co, 


verpoo 

Marruews, RicuarD Foster, Darlington May 15 T & W G Maddison, Dur 

Nicaoisoy, Curistiay, Norham on Tweed, Northumberland May 13 a & 
Weatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 

O’Net, James, Burrage rd, Piumstead May 20 Thomas, Woolwich 

Pavt, Many, Beeston Hill, "Leeds June 1 B &J A Brooke, Leeds 

Porrer, Many, Leinster gdus, Bayswater May 30 Williams, ’ King William st 

Rickard, Saran Ann, Torpoint, Cornwall May9 Bickle & Wileocks, Plymouth 

Rivers, Maria ELeanona, Winchester May 30 Shenton & ra Winchester 

Rosson, THomas, Ponteland, Northumberland, Farmer May 22 Wilkinson & Marshall, 


Newcastle u m Tyne 
Saint, WiciiaM, Bootle. or Liverpool, May 12 Rudd, Liverpoo 
‘eeper June 15 he 


Marine Engineer 
Simpson, Lavra Exizapets, Pocklington, Yorks, Hotel 
Pocklington 
— ‘Gronor, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester May 30 Boud & Son, 
SvurHEsiayp, - ree James, Johannesburg, South Africa May 13 Gee, Newcastle 
upon 
Tuouas, ARTHUR Cuittoy, Liverpool, Barrister at Law Junel Field & 


Liverpool 
Torrs, Ropsrt, Tye Green, Elsenham, Essex, Farmer May 20 Nikos & Wade 
Bishop’s Stortford, H 


Tummon, Janz, Sheffield May1 Dodworth, Sheffield 
Wank, Exrty Exvizanetu, Southwell, Notts May13 Alcock & Abberley, Burslem 
WALKER, Sanan East Bice —. — Bradford May 1, 

| = psoms hss Fane 5 Sen, Comteiige 
Wi100x, Joux Henny, Liverpool Townroe, 


Wiruams, Danizt, Pentyrch, Glam we fy 11 Morgana, 
Youna, IsasgiLa Hewitt, Richmond, Yorks May 14 Parrington, Middlesbrough Le 


London Gazette.—Touxspay, April 16, 


Auex, Exizaseru, Shelton, Stoke upon Trent May 4 ye 

‘Axpersox, Witttam Howisox, Aughton, or Ormskirk, Medical P: 
Newman & Olley, Liverpool 

Bazuzy, Reatvatp James, Plymouth May 13 Bickle & Wiloox, Plymouth 

Buavuey, Fasrpexio, childer Thornton, Chester, Engineer May 27 Banks & Co, 


Brooxr, Ven Josuva Ingram, Woolgreaves, Sandal Magna, Yorks May1l4 Leatham & 
Co, Waketieid 


Carrix, Wa.tes James, Blackheath 13 Baileys & Co, ag st 

Cagpentizr, Manta Amy, oe & un 13 Bolton & ca 

Coops, Wisirrep Auicz, Polapit Tamar, May 12 Coode, St ay Cornwall 
Cooper, SAMUEL, — May 21 Hand, 


Trent 
itioner May 14 





a ye Paisley & Co, | 


Macclesfield, 
Crocker, Wa.TER, Lowestoft, Hotel Proprietor May2i Long & Gardiner, Lincoln's inn 


| Cortese, Minar, Warley, Halifax, Coal Merchant May 16 Barstow & Midgley, 


Davies, Jens, Guest, Bootmaker May18 White, Carmarthen 
| Davis, Joszra, Sunde April 30 Walker, Sunderland 

| Fisupixa, Wituam, ae any, Storekeeper May 14 Rowe, Ilfracombe 

| Foster, Joan Rasy, Rusholm , Packer May 16’ Collier & Co, Manchester 
FoxweE.t, AxTaus CLEMENT, Hinchley, Leicester, » Clothier May 18 S& ‘3H Pilgrim, 


Gitmoun, Joux, Wigan, Draper June 29 Jacques, Wigan 

Gary, Sanau, Loughborough May10 Woolley & Co, Loughborough 

Hates, Groroe, Huddersfield, Farmer May 17 ~ ay Huddersfield 

Hampsox, Cuanies, Wigton, Cumberland, berland, Plasterer 24 Biss, Wigton 
Haywoop, Marcarer, ‘Anerley June 1 Sooper, & Co 

Herueninoton, Saseeen, && South Laocs May 28 Crofton ft & Co, Manchester 
Houmrary, Many, Reading May 6 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Jounson, Exsza, Carlton in Lindrick, Notts May 31 Wright & Appleton, Wigan 


Davin, ineay Fauscie, Liverpool, Furniture Remover May 13 —_— A > Li 
aan 5 Hrs RANCIS, ’Perth, Western Australia, Commission Agent Ma: B 


wR Cuances, Halifax May 27 Farrar, Halifax 
Levy, Cy 4 Jounsox, Defoe rd, Graveney May 31 Lee & Davis, Gresham 


, Guildhall 
McCaw, — Dysant, Wallington, Surrey, MD,FRCS May25 Edridge & Newnham, 
in . 
Maetiy, Luruzr Wiiuam, Uckfield, Sussex, Corn Merchant June 20 Vinall & Sons, 
Movat, Gzoror, Whalley Range, Manchester, Manufacturer May 29 Sale & Co, 


Nears, Lyp14, Southampton — d 81 Waller, thampton 
Conchbulidce May 25 Wri 


Ovpacag, James, Oldb ‘orcester, & Hollins, Oldbury’ 
Patmenr, Fespenrice, W burg, oto 1a June 8 


Panxer, Mary Jane, Newqua: Cornwall May 17 Parker & Son, High W yeombe 
Poor, Heyry, Cockshutt, tes : p, Vi bangeen May & Newnsham, 


Paice, Ta: mas, Northenden, Chester May 31 P 
Seer ey ee 
8, Hvon Rose, orks ° eweastle upon 

es Taomas Russs., New Malden po Morgen b Bat 81 Wosdrettes & Ash 


— Fone fons Slop re 5 Eglo Newport, 

|ARJEANT, Jonny, New py) le 

Senor, Sanan Evizasera, Bowdon, 28 | Crofton & Co, 

Suaw, Joun, Huddersfield, Woollen Men recchent Ba bs} Araitage & Os, Huddersfield 
SuxpearD, ALFRED, Droop st , Queen’s Park, —— Sunes & Co, Fenchurch st 
Simpson, Sanan, Harpu $y Pearson, 

Surrn, WiLiiam, ‘ruit Merchant May 21 <onbage. Newcastle upon Tyne 
Srraxowagp, Jonny Davip, Forest Gate May 8 » Aa Spital sq 

Taree, af Witiiam Hexrzy, Warmington, Warwick May 25 Shearman & Son, 


ao 
Tuompson, EEE, Seymour rd, Finchley May 31 Bonser & Dawes, Oldbury, ur 


Trotman, JonN Ben ay Victoria rd, Kilburn ty 16 Bate & Co, Bedford row 
Vice, James, , Stationer ae 1s Allcock, Nottingham 
Watts, Tuomas Wiis, Reading 4 
Witxes, Eviza, Walsall Mayil JN Fa Wi 
Wiuiams, Ju.ia Stevenson, bourne y22 Winter & Co, Bedford row 
Worstexsouas, Ewa, Tottenham May 17 7 Bedley & Co, Bush in 

May 14 ok Goan Tifracombe 


Wri, Janes, Dfracombe 
Youne, Davin Wriuan, Merchant May25 Brighten & Lemon, 
Fenchurch st 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STREBT, LONYDowW, 


ESTAGLISHED IN 1t89I. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— 


LICENSED PROPERTY. 









630 Appeals to Quarcer cessions have 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL 


supervision of the Ovrporation. 


been conducted under the direction and 


LICENSING MATTERS. x 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 



























































































en 





nen nnn tne 


















416 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


April 20, 1907. 











Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gas+tte.— Turspay, April 9. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Auiex, Samvson Henry, Blyth Bridge, Staffs, China 
Manufacturer April 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, 
Newcastle, Staffs 
Baker, Joun, Oxford st, Hairdresser April 19 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Baker, Witt1am Dexe, Chute Vicarage, Wilts April 17 at 
11 Off , 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
Besyetr, Witi1aM, Bristol, Builder April 17 at 11.45 Off 
Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Bickerton, Groner Arruvur, Richmond, Surrey, Surveyor 
April 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Broomuean, Percy, Sheffield, Fried Fish Dealer April 17 
at12 Off Rec ~— In, Sheffield 
Brown, Avion Janz, Kingston upon Hull, Saw Mill Pro- 
prietor April 17at1l Off Rec, Trimty House In, Hull 
Burcerwortnh, James, Liv rpool April19at12 Off Ree, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Cos, Faepraick Witutam, Maidstone, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler April 24at11 9, King st, Maidstone 
Coorgr, WALTER Frankwin, Rearsby, Leicester, Traveller 
April 17at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leic-ster 
Corpuxss, Groner, Keifield, York, Farmer April 22 at 3 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pi, York 
Cross.zy, Joux Hearsert, Sheffield, Hawker April 17 at 
p Off Kec, Figtree In, sheffield 
Crovuca, Samugt Water, Wroxhall, lof W, Coal Merchant 
so at 2.30 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newpoct, 
ot 
Day, Hewry, Cambridge, Miller April17at230 Off Ree, 
5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Dit.con, Catuerine, Upper Norwood April 17 at 12 182, 
York rd, Westmioster Bridge 
Ditios, Frorexce Fraxces, Upper Norwood, Spinster 
April 17 at 12.30 132, York “ Westminster Bridge 
Dowoise, Atrrep Cuarves, Finsbury sq, Solicitor April 
19ati Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Epwarps, WIL.1AM, Swansea, Fruiterer April 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Ernengivee, A G, Southampton, Ironmonger April 19 at 
230 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
hampton 
Foragst, Tom, Dewsbury, York, Licensed Victualler April 
17 at 12 ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 


Dewsbury 

Fox, Ki1za, Weston super Mare, Lodging House Keeper 
April 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristo! 

Fox, Fraepgerick Grorcr, Walton on the Naze, Essex, 
General Outfitter April 25 at 11.30 Cups Hotel, 


r 
Geminiani, Ropotro, Rathbone pl, Oxford st, Cabinet 
Maker April18at1l1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Graxogr, Grorce Atraep, Wolverhampton, Hairdresser 
April 17 at 10.30 Off Rec, Woiverhampton 

Haus, Grorcs, Ridge rd, Harringay, Hay Merchant April 
18 at 2.30 Baokruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Haxzoest, Berrinctox, Handsworth, Fruiterer April 17 at 
12.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hanper, Avice Mavp, O.ton, Warwick,Grocer April 19 at 
12.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Harrison, Caarces, Bolton, Provision Dealer April 18 at 
3 19, Exchange st, Boiton 

Hanreison, Joun, Road, Wilts, Farmer April 17 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 26, Ba:dwin st, Bristol 

Haraison, Wittism Darcey, Brecknock rd, Camden Town, 

wilder April22at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JenicnoweRr, James, Bevis Marks, 8t Mary Axe, Merchant 
April 19 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kwow ies, Geoxce Fuepexicx, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk 
House Agent April i7at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Larentoy, THomas Witiiam, Waketield. York. Butcher 
April 17 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond terr, Wak-~tield 

Levi, Louis, Leeds, Plumber April 17 at 11,30 Off Ree, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Loaca, Frep, West Bromwich, Dairyman April 17 at 11.30 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Lovett, Atrarp Epwanp, Derby, Restaurant Keeper 
Apmil 17 at3 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Luxtuy, James, Clayhidun, Devon, Farmer April 18 at 
10.30 Uff Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Mavenam, Cuanves, Coine, Lanes, Saddier April 17 at 11 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Mircaixson, Tuomas, Bayswater, Furniture Dealer April 
17 at 2.30 Baukruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Moors, Jonn Cuaartes, Bristol, Builder April 17 at 12 

Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Monpayt, Witiiam Geonce, Aldershot, Travelier April 
17 at 2.39 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Muwno, Samvet Paice, Teignmouth. Army futor April 

30 Off Reo, 9, ford circus, Exeter 

Oatuiwer, Frepesicx, Upper Wyche, Malvern, Carpenter 
April 17 at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Panginson, Waiter James, Middlesbrough, Whulesale 
Cabmet Maker April 19 at 12,30 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesbrough _ 

Priacxett, Henry, Carri m, Notts, Lacemaker April 
17 at 3.30 Off Reo, 47, Full st, Derby 

Putigy, Harry Epwankp, Chatteris, Cambs, Railway 
Station Master April 19 at 11.40 The Law Courts, 
Peterborough 

Berp, WituiaM Fenwick, North Shields, Iron Manufac- 
turer’s Agent Aprilil7 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Ricuagps, Avsext, Old Brompton, Kent, Greengrocer 
April 22 at 11,30 115, High st, Rochester 

Ross, Kexxst Hawey, snd AxtHur Eomusp Cause, Bristol, 
Fruit Merchants April 17 at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 


st, 
Roserts, Joan James, Maesbrook, Salop, Farm Bailiff 
A 17 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Rosixsox, Evwarv, Batley, Yorks, Tripe Dresser April 17 
atil Off Kec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 
Ross, Gzorce, Upton, Lincoln, Labourer April 18 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 31, dilver st, Lincoln 
RosENTHALL, ALFRED, 7 I of W April 20 at 2 Of 


Rurrect, Joux Tuomas, Hockley, Essex, Builder April 17 
at12 The Institute, Clarence rd, Southend on Sea 
Sipwey, Ex.izanetn Mary, Bridlington, Yorks, Hotel 
Keeper April 19 at 4 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, 
Scarborough 

Srackemany, Cant, Chiswick, Photographer April 18 at 12 
14, Bedford row 

Stoneman, James, Duryard, Exeter, Haulier April 18 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Swirr, Cuan.es, Thorpe Hesley, nr Rotherham, Batcher 
April17at1 Off on Figtree lo, Sheffield 

Taytor, Avsert, Leicester, Coal Merchant April 17 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Wuireusouse, Groree, Kidderminster, General Dealer 
April 22 at 1.30 8 Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Witxixsoy, Atpgat Eowarp, Handsworth, Confectioners’ 
Manager April 19 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, 


Birmingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bates, Wattes Owen, Smethwick, Journeyman Butcher 
West Bromwich Pet April6 Ord April 6 

Bowers, Stoney, Newark, Notts, Wheelwright King’s 
Lynn Pet April5 Ord April 5 

CuiTrae«ow, Capo Apgt, Havant, Hants, Laundry Pro- 
prietor Portsmouth Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Coz, Farperick Wii.i1amM, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler 
Maidstone Pet March 21 Ord April 5 

Corpukes, Grorcer, Kelfield, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
April5 Ord April 6 

Davies, Witt1am Riosarp, Aberdare, Glam, Commission 
Agent Aberdare Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Davison, Witt1amM, Northumberland, Stone Merchant 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 8 Ord April 5 

Day, Heyry, Cambridge, Miller Cambridge Pet March 14 
Ord April 4 

Dixoy, Henny, Kingston upon Hull, Milk Dealer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Dreaprer, Srevenson Hume, Bishopsgate st Within, 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord April 5 

Exms, Groros, Northampton, Milliner Northampton Pet 
March 28 Ord April 5 

Evans, WiLu1AM, Birmingham, Accountant Birmingham 
Pet March 9 Ord April 5 

Favuckyer, Louis, Birmingham Birmingham Pet March 7 
Ord March 19 

Fearns, Francis Byros, Church st, Camberwell, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet March 8 Ord April 6 

Goma, Frascis Witiiam, Croydon, Hosier Croydon Pet 
March 13 Ord April 4 

GoopgexouGH, James, Cowes, I of W, Builder Newport 
April5 Ord April 5 

Grice, Taomas, Orcop, Hereford, Farmer Hereford Pet 
April5 Ord April 5 

Harrisoy, WititaM Darcey, Brecknock rd, Camden Town, 
Builder High Court Pet April5 Ord April 5 

HixpenperG, Faepericx, Nottingham, Pianoforte Dealer 
Nottingham Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Hives, Taomas, Caerphilly, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 


Brapsury, Atrreep, Matlock, Derby, Boot Maker Derby 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Butt, Hexay Atceryon, Blackheath rd, Greenwich, Green- 
grocer Greenwich Pet March i3 Ord April 9 

Centra Care Co, Tuk, High st, Wiitechapel High Court 
Pet March 18 Ord Aprii 9 

Catiroasi, JoserH James, Red Cross st, Ostrich Feather 
Manufacturer High Court Pet April10 Ord Aprli9 

Core, Faepsesicx Ricuarp, Dover, Carpenter Canterbury 
Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Co.iivs, ALBERT Epowakgp, Scarborough, Furniture Dealer 
Scarborough Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Cooper, Wiu11aM, Burslem, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Hanley Pet April10 Ord April 10 

Crooks, Hxznry, Bolton on Dearne, Yorks, Labourer 
Sheffield Pet April9 Ord April 9 

CarosskiuL, Taomas ALFrep Gaywood, Norfolk, Provision 
Merchant King’s Lyon Pet Aprl9 Ord April 9 

Curtayye, Jonny J, Richmond Wandsworth Pet March 16 
Ord April 8 

Davis, CHarLes, and Wi.iiam Davis, Jubilee st, Mile 
End, Cycle Engineers High Court Pet March 19 
Ord April 8 f 

Emus, Haney Rosert, Birmingham, Physician Birming- 

Pet Aprily Ord Apri 9 

Gareastey, Watrer, Kingston upon Hull, Valuer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Gaeenwe.t, Georce Bexsamix, Low Coniscliffe, Durham, 
Farmer Stockton on Tees Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Hitt, Capt A, Savoy mans, Strand, Military Officer High 
Court Pet Dec2t Ord March 22 

Hyams, Henry Beysamin, Weybridge, Licensed Victualler 
King ton, Surrey Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Jenkyn, Joun, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Insurance Broker 
Cheimeford Pet Feb 12 Ord April 8 

Jones, Joun, Clun, Salop, Beerhouse Keeper Leominster 
Pet April10 Ord April 10 

Keoyman, So.omon, Stratham grove, Stoke Newington, 
Boot Manufacturer High Court Pet March 18 Ord 
April 10 

Luewe try, Ricaarp Jouy, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 

MakgsHaci, Fraxcis, Herne Bay, Kent, Hotel Keeper 
Canterbury Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Maatin, Eutty Jane. Stock Orchard st, Caledonian rd 
High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 10 

Mircnhe.t, Joun, Sydenham Greenwich Pet March 9 
Ord April 9 

Newron, James, Leeds, Musician Leeds Pet April 6 
Ord April 6 

Oasuen, AuBegy Lovurs, and Atsert Epwarp Ocsvurn, 8t 
Mary Cray, Kent, Dealers in Leather Goods Croydon 
Pet March 19 Ord April 9 

Pootz, Grores Epwarp, Clifton, Bristol, Nurserymaa 
Bristol Pet April9 Ord Aprii 9 

Raopss, Josuua, Westgate, Dewsbury, Beer Seller Dews- 
bury Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Samvuets, George Henry Tuaner, Crewe, Draper Crewe 





Pet March 21 Ord April 4 
Hoce, Mites Pearsoyx, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet 
April4 Ord April 4 
Jenn, Atrrep Witt1am, Black Torrington, Devon, Miller 
Barnstaple Pet April5 Ord Aprud 
Kyieut, Anrnur, Walthamstow, Tailor High Court Pet 
March 12 Ord Aprii 5 
Leicutox, Tuomas WiLLIam, Thornes, Wakefield, Butcher 
Wakefield Pet Aprii4 Ord April 4 
Morpant, Wiiiiam Georee. Aldershot, Traveller Guildford | 
Pet March 27 Ord April 3 | 
Moimt, Wituiam Josers, South Shields, Fruiterer New- | 
castle on Tyne Pet March 27 Ord April 5 
Nicgois, ALBert_Josuua, Alwyne pl, Canonbury, Builder 
High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord April 3 
Patrick, Eaxest, Louth, Draper Gt Grimsby Pet April 4 
Ord April 4 
Ricuarps, Ausert, Old Brompton, Kent, Greengrocer 
Rochester Pet April4 Ord April 4 
RyLanpD, Percy Avrest, Southampton, Builder South- 
hamptun Pet March 4 Ord April 4 
Suorrt, Horace Cuarves, and Davip Britstonz, Man- 
chester, Tailors Manchester Pet April5 Ord April 5 
Sronemay, James, Duryard, Exeter, Haulier Exeter 
Pet April3 Ord April 3 
Tayior, Davin, Aston Manor, Warwick, Coal Merchant 
Birmingham Pet March 28 Ord April 5 
Tuompson, AgtTaurR Cass, West Hartlepool, Jeweller | 
Sunderland Pet March 15 Ord April 4 | 
Waix, Heyay Samira, Portemouth, Hants, Beer Retailer | 
Portsmouth Pet Feb5 Ord April 4 | 
Wi tramsos, Joun Frepericx, Kingsley, nr Frodsham, 
— Farmer Warrington Pet March 21 Ord 
pri 
Worsroip, W, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne Pet 
March 8 Ord April4 
Wornerspuos, Joux, and Matcotm Siturrs, Liverpool, 
Shipowners Liverpool Pet Feb 8 Ord April 5 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the don Gazette of A Pe: 
Overton, James Happon, Woodstock, Oxford, School- 
master Oxford Pet March 28 Ord March 28 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
Mereman, Ricsarp Wituiam Cuarites Dacrymrwz, 
Brighton Brighton Adjud Jan7 Annul March 22 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 12, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Au.isoy, Jony, Higher Broughton, Lancs, Builder Salford 
‘ Pet March 23 10rd Apel a ‘ . o " 
MSDEN, ALBERT, Nort! rd, West Kensi D 
High Court "Pet Aprl8 Ord Aprils en et 
AtweLt, Freperick Josera, Roberts rd, Walthamstow 
Emex, Builder High Court Pet March 21 Ord 


4p 
Bagyes, Maria Janz, Pichon, Poulterer Brighton 


Pet Apri!9 Ord April 
Berresivce, James, So Carman and Butcher 


uthampton, 2 
Southampton Pet April10 Ord april 10 











Reo, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, I of 


Biackwsit, Wituam Joszrn, Beeston, N Iron 
Merchant Nottingham Pet April 8 Grd April 8 





Pet March 21 Ord April 9 
Sewe ct, Cuag.es James, Nottingham, Greengrocer King’s 
Lyon Pet March1 Ord Aprils 


| Suayier, WALTER Denton, Redland, Bristol, Commercial 


Traveller Bristol Pet April9 Ord Apri 9 
Stormont, Rossrt, Hampden rd, Park In, Tottenham, 
Tobacconist Edmonton Pet April 8 Ord April 8 
Stuart, Heney, Drayton pk, Holloway rd, Builder High 

Court Pet March 22 Ord April 8 


Taytor, Wituiam Apegian Stocks, and Harotp Watree 
Taytor, Gainsborough, Liucs, Carting Contractors 
Lincoln Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Wattox, Witttam Epwarp, Leicester rd, East Finchley, 
Caterer Barnet Pet April9 Ord April 9 

WIi.paoose, Jos, Congleton, Chester, Grocer’s Manager 
Macclesfield Pet April9 Ord April 9 

WIiikinson, Witi1am Georce, Harpenden, Herts St 
Albans Pet Feb2 Ord April9 

Witson, ArgTaur Jonny, Marchington, Staffs, Farmer 
Burton on Trent Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Woop, Hargy, Doncaster, Wheelwright Sheffield Pet 
April9 Ord April 9 

Worpen, Atseat Geouce, Bodmin, Farmer Truro Pet 
April9 Ord April 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aspen, ALBert, North End rd, West Kensington, Draper 
April 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
AwypreEws, George Eowazp, Stourport, Worcester, Publican 
April 22 at 1.45 Mr 8 Thurefield, Solicitor, Kidder- 
minster 
ATWELL, Freperick Joseru, Roberts rd, Walthamstow, 
= pa April 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
arey 8! 
Batis, Witi1amM, Horsford, Norfolk, General Shopkeeper 
April 20 at 12 Off Rev, 8, King st, Norwich 
Catigcari, JoszpH James, Ked Cross st, Ostrich Feather 
Manufacturer April 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
Centeat Cars Co, High st, Whitechapel April 26 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Currasrow, Capo ApeL, Havant, Hants, Laundry Pro- 
rietor April 22 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, 
igh st, Portsmouth 
Cotuins, ALBERT Epwarp, Scarborough, Furniture Dealer 
April 23 at 4 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Coopzr, Witu14m, Burslem, Staffs, Licensed Victualier 
April 23 at 11.30 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upm 
Trent 


Davies, Witt1am Ricuagp, Aberdare, Commission Agent 
April 22 at 11.80 Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Davis, CHaries, and WiLu1am Davis, Jubilee st, Mile End, 
Cycle Engineers April 23 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


st 
Dixoy, Henry, Stoneferry, Kingston upon Hull, Milk 
Dealer April 20at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 
Epwarps, Wituiam Tempce, Ashford, Kent, Carriage 
Builder April 22 at 11.45 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, 


beg ny 4 
Hoae, Mitzs Pearson, Halifax, Tailor April 22 at 12.90 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


? 
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Joxes, Meynicx, Blaen y ddol, Dolydd, Groesion, Carnar- 
von, Stonemason April 20 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, East- 
te row, Chester 
McN avout, My Ambleside, Westmorland, Tailor’s 
Assistant April 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis 
st, Barrow in Furness 
“t.. TON, JAME®, Leeds, Musician April 24at11 Off Res, 
92, Park row, Leeds 
Parazociou, Joux, Manni , Bradford. Merchant 
April 24at3 Off Rec, 29, ot Tow, ford 
Patrick, Ernest, Louth, Draper April 20 at 11 Off Rec, 
8t Mary’s chmbrs, @t Grime 
Scaneiper, Freperick Shasses Bertuam, Offerton rd, 
( a Wests Wine Merchant April 23 at 11.80 132, York 


Bridge 

Snornoce, JaMEs, South | Shore, Blackpool, Bank Clerk 
April 23 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Suortr, Horace Cuaries, and Davin “Barretoxr, Man- 
chester, Tailors April 20 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Sreeve, James Wit1tiam Myatt, Willaston, nr Nantwich, 
Farm Bailiff April 22 at 11. 45 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Srvuart, Hest, Dankeptay tilgn, on 7 fe Builder April 22 
at 1 , Carey et 

Worts, “sae end Northwich, Innkeeper Arzril 22 at 

1115 Royal Hotel, Crewe 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AuspEN, ve North End rd, West } earingien, Draper 
Hi Pet et Apel | 8 ‘Ord | April 
Bayes, Nenad Janz, Ch _E Bright Pet 
April9 Ord April 9 
Berrenivas, James, Southampton, Carman Southampton 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 





Biackweitt, Wittiam Jossrn, Beeston, Notts, Iron 
Merchant Ni eet t April 8 Grd April 8 
, Derby, Boot 


Brapeury, java 
er 


ty 10 0 Ord A i 

Brows, Wastem by Pet Apel yey a Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March 21 Ord April 10 

Buttock, Crirrorp Freperick Tovtmix, Savoy mans, 
Strand High Court Pet Feb25 Ord sane 

Cautecag!, Josepn James, Redcross st, Ostrich 
Manufacturer HighCourt Pet Aprill0 Ord ane 

Crassen, ALexanpeR, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
Nov2 Ord Aj Canta 

Co.z, FreprRicx yo Dover, Carpenter terbury 
Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Couns, ALBERT Epwarp, Scarborough, Furniture Dealer 
Scarborough Pet April8 Ord April 

Coopra, WALTER Franxiinx, Rearsby, Leicester, Traveller 
Leicester Pet March 11 y we rd April 10 

Coorre, Wiit1aM, Burslem, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Hanley Pet April 10 Ord Papel 20 

Crooks, Henry, ton on Dearne, Yorks, Labourer 
Sheffield Pet April9 Ord April 9 

CaosskiILL, THOMAS ALFRED, Gaywood, Norfolk, Provision 
Merchant ’sLynn Pet April9 Ord April 9 

oe Frayk Ernest, Hyde pk mans, Auctioneer 

High Court Pet Feb1 Ord April 9 

Greastey, Water, Kingeton upon Hull, Valuer 
Kingaton upon Hull Pet April8 Ord Aprii 8 

GREENWELL, Groree Bexs amin, Low Coniscliffe, saa, 
Farmer on Tees Pet April9 Ord April 

Hitt, CaTsEerine ae Govern, Rhyl, Flint oe 


Pet Feb 25 Ord 
, Beerhouse Keeper Leominster 


Jonzs, Joun, Clun, 8a 
Pet t April 10 Ord April 10 

LisweLtyx, Ricnarp Joux, Maesteg, Glam, Collier 
Cardiff Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

Luxron, JAmMEs. een, Down, Farmer Exeter Pet 
March 26 Ord A 


Manes, S00, Norfolk #4 sq High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord 


Pp 
ManrsHatt, Frawois, Herne m , Hotel Kee Canterb 
Pet Aprili0 Ord A ny oe wed 
Newton, . ames, Leeds, +. Leeds Pet April6é Ord 


Paresoessn Joux, Manningham, + me Merchant 
radford Pet March 14 Ord Apeil 10 

Send Groras Epwarp, ristol, Nurseryman 
Bristol Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Reep, Wituiam Fexwick, North Shields, Iron Manufac- 

o's aguas Neweastle on Tyne Pet Aprilé Ord 

pril 

Raopes, ee Westgate, Dewsbury, Beerseller Dews- 
bury Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

SuaksPgare, AnTuus, Small Heath, Birmingham, Insur- 
ance Agent Birmingham Pet March 18 Ord april 8 

S#ayier, WALTER Dextox, pail 9 Dad Apel Commercial 
Traveller Bristol Pet 6° April 9 

Srexces, ALFrep, Maidstone, Wine Merchant Maidstone 
Pet March 14° Ord April’ 10 

TarcasLt, Corm James, Dover, Dealer ae Stationery 
Canterbury Pet March 12 Ord April 10 

Tayvor, Wiiu1aM a ora and Harotp WALTER 

ncoln 


Tayzor, Gainsbo: farting Contractors Li 
Pet April8 Ord Apri s 
Tuow, REDERICK, Btninghem, Baker 


Birmingham Pet Amis O Ord 
Usprewoop, Horace . -y New ford st, a Art 
eon ; Ri yt Mina, 2 Ord April 10 
o8E, Jos, Cong’ rocer’s Manager Maccles- 

field Pet April 9 Ord A April 9 


Witximsox, ALBget Epwarp, Handsworth. Con- 
fetionérs Birmingham "Pet March 18. Ord 
Wuzsor, om, Anrnvs Joux, Marchington, “ae” Farmer 


arton on Trent = 9 a 


Woop »Hanay, Doncaster d 
9 Ord A th Shite Pet April 


Woupex, Atsenr isc teat, Farmer Truro Pet 
Worrn Ms te N rti h, 
» Many Exiza, Innkeeper 
ee Pe Ase Crewe Pet 
London Gasetie.—Torspay, April 16 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avery, Ricnarp Cuartes, Reading, Licensed Victualler 
Reading Pet April 12 Ord April 12 





Avors, Osnoays 
ham Pet 


ALLEN, a 


ph ge 8 vree gaaaaaad Glos Chelten- 
ll i 

BA ee A ik st, strand, Paper Agent High 
Fe 


er Bicasn, Bedford, orpailder r Bedford Pet March 28 
ear Josurs, Carlisle, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet April 12 


April 12 
Branca, Avert Hewry, 8t Benedict’ ¥ poet, Stationer 
Norwich re it Ord A 
Bataxt, Wituam James, K upsn Hall, Caterer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April iL 
Barper, Freperick WaALLACcR, urmarket, Suffolk, oo 
Dealer Bury 8t Edmund's a April 10 Ord April 10 
Willenhall, Licensed Victualler 
Wolverhampton Pet April 12 “ond April 12 
Deoxys, Gaorcr, Wisbech St Peter, Camb: ridge, Confectioner 
sLynn Pet ae 11_ Ord April 11 


Carnixeton, Gores 


Foastt, Gacnes, B nar Riogw = eee Labourer 
Pet A) a Ord Ay April 11 
Fotvaap, Atraep, Small Heath, Birmi i. Fruiterer 
Birmingham | 12 Ord A 


Granam, Rowatp Geravp, Leadenhall st, ‘on Engineer 
Court Pet Feb 7 Ord April 12 
Graxt, Lawaexce, Claverton st, — Actor High 
Court Pet March 12 Ord April 12 
Hannizs, Harry Baxrer, North End rd, West Kensington 
Late Outfitter High Court Pet April 11 Ord 


a ~<s Hexry Dawes, Broad st gS Commission Agent 


Court Pet Feb12 Ord Fi 
Haer, Iron Turner Preston Pet April 12 


Ord April 12 

Hartmann, Faeperiock, and Cuarstiaw Liver. Enel 11 
o Tae ial Art Publishers High Court Pet il 

Hecvarp, i Proxsix, Bridgwater, Tinsmith Bridg- 
water Pet April 12 Ora April 12 

ee & Co, yy Cabinet Makers Rrading Pet 


Ord April 
Hous —. i... *Wiram Evrarystone, Southsea, 
Hante Portsmouth Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Jones, Janez, Lower Pontnewydd, Mon Newport, Mon 

Pet April’ 11 Ord April 11 
Lavo, Roserr, and Taomas Warp, Playhouse ig Ra = 
In, Shirt Makers High Court Pet March 15 Ord 


April 10 

Liversiper, Henry, i. Ediaburgh High Court Pet 
April 11 Ord April 1 

Maatix, Ropert ree am, Builder Plymouth 
Pet April 11 Cn 


WARD, Coal Merchant 
April 11 ‘ont April 11 
Oxeae. Ropert ‘tll "Pet Ape 7 Sr 
Kingston upon et 1 “o 
Purr. Greorozs Witiiam, Cassi aha 19 Licensed 
Victualler Oxford Pet Aprili3 Ord 


Mayes, High Court 
Pet 


Stnccairm, Faeperick, ena Kingston, ane Pet 
March7 Ord A 
Smenairr, WintiaM -+H Flixton, nr Manchester, Shirt 


Trace, Ricuarp Tomas, and Wituiam Jonn Teaace 
Gloucester, Painters Gloucester Pet April 13 Ord 
pril 1 


Warsor, —_ Saw, Butcher GtGrimsby Pet 
April 10 ‘Ord J April 10 








ITY and COUNTY of the CITY of 
porriess se 1 MIC om -NOTICE is aneeet 
GIVEN, tha AL QUART&R SESSIONS of 
the Peace org = on and me of the we Notting 
eld the 29th day of April, 1907, 

at the Guildhall, Burton-street, i > the said City, at ve 


to attend. Instructions for 
ihe the Monty re worm to the Chock of the Peace not Jater 


than the Monda: ns, 
8A enn ORT, Choets of Gao Bones. 
Office of ths Clerk of the Pesce Guildhall, Nottingham. 


AW.—Wanted, Situation as County Court 
4 Clerk; five and a-half years’ ¢ 21; 
references.—F, Miuwss, 6, Pe my 








ANTED Ulestaship 


W , ; experienced in 
neon al heeouste 13 ye, age 50. 


Ww ELL-EDUCATED mL. NIOR Required 
by an — an old-established W: mje mo pe nny 
fret year.—Apply, Oar, Desdoes & Co., 10, Wig eh, W. 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — 














25 per cent. will be taken off 

sntrcts Copied | eon 

Yriefeand Drafts 2 3 per 30 folios, 

Deeds Round Hand .., .. 0 2 per folio, 

Deeds Abstracted «+  e 2 O per sheet, 

oy —— 2; Beate pa. 

hment, is. 6d. to de. 63. per skin. * - 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 











c 
THE ROYAL HORMAL COLLECE 
AND ACADEMY OF MUSIC 
FOR THE BLIND, 

UPPER NORWOOD, LONDON, S.B., 

A™s at the SUITABLE ere and 
consequent INDEPENDENCE BLIND 

its Students with such 

ep BK education ey ensbles 


to 13 out into the world and 
PROFESSIONAL and BUSINESS MEN, IN 
SPITE OF THEIR GREAT AFFLICTION. 


Visitors’ ate Pa First Th Thursday in the Month, 
except in Augen ond and September. 


‘AL SUBSCRIPTIONS, DONATIONS 
EARNESTLY SOLICITED. 


Baxxers BARCLAY & CO., Lr. 
Da, F. J. CAMPBELL, Parcrrau. 


NEW 
and 

















r REBSOLD y agro per y ty Wanted, 
to fit sums s y £2,000; quarterly 
Bree, Bo: Son, & pend ly me ay 5 TH 


Be eno GROUND-RENTS Wanted 
te fone ee nn cal Gee 
Ya Brxax & Co., 73, Moo: gate-street, EC 


FFICES one and Upper Fieore, 
pA BA W.C., near Oxford-street. —— 


ae) SOLICITORS.— £5 Paid for Recovery 

of su for £700 on a Reversion to 

aye Oe — if off, £1 for quienes thereof.— 
‘est Hampstead, N 


MONEY = 











—Faom aso 250 to age Would 
in Town or 


pa rate ot 
interest ah imannola OF 

upon PROMISSORY MOTE, witowt 7 
Publicity, or fees, and strictly 5 


J. WESTON & C€O., 
PRIVATE BANKERS, 
ad & 3i, DUNE Se we PICGADILLY, 





DVANCES, £400 to £8,000, in convenient 
on good securitics.—Apply, "Youxa, Howsecu, 
& Sapizr, Valuers, Hove. 


Sotscurons. Regained, the Sam of 
Initial Production and Tour of Farcical 
Gomi te by <n Author; parts 
Stace, care of meg Advertising 
Wiliam-street, Strand, W. 


FALEXARDER & SHEPHEARD, 


Limireo, 





Agency, 14, King 





PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Pasntiamentary Bris, Mixvres or Evivence, Booxs or 
Rerszaence, StaTements OF Ciarm, Answers, &o., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Werk. 


Every desoription of Printing. 


Printers of THZ SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
AND WEEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, PRTTER LANE, LONDON, B.(. 


BRAND'S 
ESSENCE 
BEEF, 
OHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
.INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Preparations tree on 


BRAND & GO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W 











THE SOL ICITORS’ JOURNAL _& WEEKLY REPORTER. 


April 20, 1907. 








PLEASURE CRUISE 
to SUNNY LANDS 


by the 
ORIENT COMPANY’S 
twin screw Steamship 
‘‘OPHIR” 
6,814 tons Register, 
GO 14th May to 3rd June. 
Managers —F. GREEN & CO., and ANDERSON, 
ANDERSON, & CO., London. For passage apely 
to the latter firm, at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C., or 
28, Cockspur-street, 8. W. 





LISBON 
GIBRALTAR 
TANGIER 
TENERIFFE 
MADEIRA 

















HOUSEHOLD 


Removal 


TO AND FROM ALL PARTS 


Moderate Rates. 
ESTIMATES FREE. 


Careful Storage of 
Furniture, Pictures, &., 


in specially built Furniture Depository 
and Strong Rooms at 


240 to 256, CITY RD., LONDON, E.C, 


(Ten Minutes from the Bank of England), 


PARIS: 13, Rue Vivienne. 
Special Facilities for Paris Removals. 


Thos. Wallis <. 


of HOLBORN CIRCUS. 

A useful handbook on Removals and 

Warehousing sent free on application. 
Pe 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
Founpep 1x THz Reien or Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Saare CERTIFICATES, DepenTures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat Sxavs designed and 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 








ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL 


FOR 


MENTAL DISEASES, 
NORTHAMPTON. 
For the Upper and Middie Classes only. 


PRESIDENT : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, K.G. 


The Institution is pleasantly situated in a healthy 
locality, one mile from the Northampton Station of the 
London and North-Western and Midland Railways, and 


one-and-a-half hours only from London, aad is surrounded | 


by more than 100 acres of pleasure grounds. 

The terms vary from 31s. 6d. to £4 4s. a week, according 
to the requirements of the case. 
reduced by the Committee of Management under special 
circumstances. 

Patients paying higher rates can have Special Attendants, 
Horses and Carriages, and Private Rooms in the Hospital, 
or in Detached Villas in the Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
ape oa Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 

ospital. 

There is also P Seaside House, Bryn-y-Neuadd Hall 
Lianfairfechan, N. Wales, beautifully situated in a park of 
180 acres, to which patients may be sent. 

= further information apply to the Medical Superin- 
tendent. 





Treatment of INEBGRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., aprly to 
D. HOGG, M.RB.C.8., &c., 
Medical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmansworra, 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 


ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Medical Officers. 


1} to 3} Guineas. 
3 mile from Station, G.E.R 


Apply to *‘ Superintendent,” Hillside, Buntiogford. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
Study of Ine briety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

TeieoraPuic Appress: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


An admirable Food of the 


EPPS’S 


Finest quality and flavour. 


COCOA 


Nutritious and Economical. 














STREATHAM SHOP PROPERTY INVESTMENTS. 
NY ESSRS. MARLER & MARLER will 
p SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhousee 
yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, MAY 8, i907, at ONE 
o'clock precisely, in Three Lots, THREE new] - built, 
high-class SHOPS and UPPER PARTS in best businesy 
quarte: r, oppcsite tram terminus and Public Library, pros | 
viding the following 

SOUND INV ESTMENTS :- 
Let on 





| 160, High-road 


These terms may be | 


Years un-| Ground- 


| expired. | rent. | lease at 


perann. | 


£170 
£180 


| 


“92 | #41 
92 £40 6s. 8d,! 
91 | £41 e 
| at £180 
Lessees paying rates, taxes, and imsurance, and doing! 
repairs. 
Particulars and conditions of sale of Stanley N. Vige 
Esq., Solicitor, 8, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, E.C. ; 
from the Auctioneers (as above), at 176, Sloane-street, 
Belgravia, 8.W. q 





158, 


156, a (in hand) - 





LEASEHOLD INVESTMENT.—VILLA RESIDENCE, 
FULHAM.—No. 5, WALDEMAR AVENUE, con 
five bedrooms, bath (h. and c.), three sitting-rooma, 
kitchen, &c. Let to most desirable tenant at £40 per) 
annum, tenant paying taxes. Held for 78 years un- 
expired, at £8 ground-rent. : 
N ESSRS. MARLER & MARLER will 
pi SELL the above by AUCTION, at the MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, MAY 8, 1907, 


| at ONE o’clock. 


Particulars and conditions of sale can be obtained from 
Messrs. Child & Child, Solicitors, 12, Sloane-street, 8.W.; 
— the Auctioneers, 176, Sloane-street, Belgravia, 
8.W. 





Preliminary Advertisement.—By order of the Executors of 
Henry Sykes Thornton, deceased. 


| CLAPHAM COMMON,—Sale of Valuable FREEHOLD 


BUILDING ESTATE, with frontages to the Common 
and Broomwood and other roads, about 22} acres in area, 
'TIXHURGOOD & MARTIN have received 
instructions to SELL by AUCTION, at_ the} 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on JUNE 
20, 1907 :— 





The BATTERSEA RISE ESTATE —Valuable Freehold 
Estate, including Three Residences, known as “ Battersea 
Rise House, tiles ———— ”? and “* Maisonette.”’ 

Particulars and conditions of sale, with a may be had © 
in due course of Messrs. Godden, Son, & Holme, “xr 
| 34, Old Jewry, E.C.; at the place of sale; and of 
| Auctioneers, 27, Chancery- lane, W.C. 


| An AB3OLUTE REVERSION on the death or re-marriage 
of a lady aged 56 to a One-fifth of 





Corporation, Railway, “28. other Stocks of the value of over 


a7 ,00 000, 


I AVID BURNETT & & CO. will SELL the 
above by AUCTION, at the MART, on WEDNES- 
DAY, MAY 1 
Particulars of Messrs. Bird & Eldridges, Solicitors, 10, 
Great James-street, W.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 15, 


Nicholas-lane, E.C. 
N ESSRS. MAY & ROWDEN are instructed 
to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C., on FRIDAY, AP PRIL 26, 1907 at TWO o'clock : 
precisely, the valuable FREEHOLD CORNER BUILDING - 
SITE, as above, having a frontage to Oxford-street of 
36}ft., and a return frontage to Great Chapel-street of 
about 60ft. Total superficial area, 2,380 sq. ft. Possession 
September 29 next. : 
Plan, particulars, and conditions of sale can be obtained 
of Messrs. Guscotte & Fowler, Solicitors, 1, York-buildings, 
Adelphi; and of the Auctioneers, 27, Maddox-street, Ww. F 


f= HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 


MILLS AND AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 


Telegra: Address—“ Futter, Hornsey, Loxpos.’ 
ee No. 748 AvExun. ; 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West End 
Hoses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- — 
tion. Surveys and Valuations made for all purposes 


M ‘fers co and DEVANT’S 


’s Hall,—Daily at 3 and 8. 
CLAN’S aa x 

DEVANT at both performances. 

half-price. ’Phone, 1545 Mayfair. 


£1,000 GHOST 

N. MASKELYNE = Mr. 
Vy 4ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
Vi REALISTIC TABLEAU, The BURNING of 
ROME. bohm Tree 





Nos. 103 and 103a, OXFORD STREET, W. 














Seats 1s. to 5s. ; 

Mr. Beer' in the character of Nero. — 
ae liks Perireit Model of the late Bir Wilfrid Lawson. 
Open 9 till 10. 
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mmon 
area, 





